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organized crime, and show the commitment of
this administration to attacking these problems
both here in the United States and overseas.
I commend the President and call on our
friends and allies around the world to join him
in his efforts.

f

H.R. 2517

SPEECH OF

HON. PAT ROBERTS
OF KANSAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Friday, October 20, 1995

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, I am inserting
the following section-by-section analysis of
H.R. 2517 into in the RECORD at this time.

The analysis follows:
BRIEF EXPLANATION

Title I of the bill will reduce projected ag-
riculture spending for farm commodity pro-
grams by $13.4 billion over the period, fiscal
year 1996 through 2002.

It consists of the final consideration by the
Committee on Agriculture of the Chairman’s
reconciliation recommendations that are
patterned in large part after H.R. 2195, the
Freedom to Farm Act. The latter bill is de-
signed to reform U.S. agricultural policy to
perhaps the greatest extent since the 1930’s.
The title also conforms to the reconciliation
instructions directed to the Committee on
Agriculture in House Concurrent Resolution
67, the Current Resolution on the Budget—
Fiscal Year 1996. The provisions in the title
I recognize the realities of a post-GATT and
NAFTA world trade environment within
which U.S. farmers and producers must com-
pete as we approach the 21st Century.

The balance of the budget savings within
the jurisdiction of the Committee on Agri-
culture designed to achieve the budget re-
ductions required by H. Con. Res. 67 were re-
alized with the House passage of H.R. 4, the
Personal Responsibility Act, under Title V,
Food Stamp Reform and Commodity Dis-
tribution, that is now scheduled for a House-
Senate conference.

PURPOSE AND NEED

Subtitle A—Freedom to Farm
Background

Since the last time Federal commodity
programs were addressed in a farm bill (1990)
or in reconciliation (1993), major changes in
world trade policy, domestic budget policy,
and commodity producer opinion require a
reconsideration of Federal commodity pol-
icy.

The new majority in the 104th Congress is
committed to balancing the budget. With the
passage of the first Budget Resolution in
June, the House Committee on Agriculture,
despite having cut over $50 billion in budget
authority in previous years, was directed in
H.Con.Res. 67, the FY 1996 Budget Resolution
to achieve $13.4 billion in savings from Fed-
eral farm programs over the next seven fiscal
years. Admittedly, reducing Federal spend-
ing by that amount will impact farmers.
However, some economists predict that a
balanced budget will lead to a 1.5 percent re-
duction in interest rates. Agriculture as a
major user of credit has over $140 billion bor-
rowed in terms of long term and short debt
would benefit from such a result. If interest
rates decline by 1.5 percent, a balanced budg-
et could lead to an interest rate savings for
U.S. agricultural producers exceeding $15 bil-
lion over the next 7 years.

Following 19 hearings on Federal farm pro-
gram policy by the Subcommittee on Gen-
eral Farm Commodities and the full Com-

mittee on Agriculture, the call from
throughout the United States was clear: ag-
ricultural producers wanted more planting
flexibility, more certainty with respect to
Federal assistance, and less Federal regu-
latory burden.

The combination of these factors led to the
following conclusions: (1) the U.S. produc-
tion agriculture industry needed to become
more market-oriented, both domestically
and internationally; (2) the industry could
not become more market-oriented with a
continued Federal involvement that simply
extended the current supply-management
policies of the past; and (3) the required
budget cuts would not provide adequate
funding levels to allow the existing Federal
programs to function properly in a post-
GATT and NAFTA world-oriented market.
Analyzing these conclusions is conjunction
with a review of the current Federal com-
modity price support and production adjust-
ment programs resulted in several observa-
tions about agricultural policy.

First, current Federal farm programs are
based on the 60 year old New Deal principle
of utilizing supply management in order to
raise commodity prices and farm income.
When the Federal farm programs were first
created, the government relied on a system
of quotas and allotments to control supply.
However, over the last 20 years the primary
justification for the programs has been the
producers receive in return for setting aside
(idling productive farmland) Federal assist-
ance. That assistance was largely in the
form of deficiency payments to compensate
producers for market or loan levels that fell
below a Congressionally mandated target
price for their production. Additionally,
when Federal commodity programs were set
up, world markets were not a major factor in
determining agricultural policy. This ap-
proach, while perhaps appropriate in the
1930’s, ignores the realities of a post-GATT
and NAFTA world.

Second, current programs no longer
achieve their original goals and have col-
lapsed as an effective way to deliver assist-
ance to producers. Worldwide agricultural
competition usurps foreign markets when
the United States reduces production. With
respect to wheat, for example, world demand,
when combined with the United States’ sup-
ply control approach of idling acreage (in-
cluding acreage idled under the Conservation
Reserve Program), has tightened U.S. sup-
plies so much that there have been no set-
asides for five years and there are not ex-
pected to be any in the foreseeable future,
which eliminates the supply management
policy justification for the present policy.

For the last ten years, congressional farm
policy actions have been driven by budget re-
ductions. The 1995 debate has re-affirmed the
Federal budget as the driving force for agri-
cultural program policy. Modifications made
to the original farm programs since their in-
ception have revolved around two main
goals: further restricting supply in order to
alleviate the overproduction which the pro-
grams encourage; and decreasing Federal ex-
penditures by limiting the amount of produc-
tion which is covered by Federal subsidies.
These two factors have combined in a way
which has made current Federal commodity
programs less effective, both as a means of
increasing farm income and as a means to
manage production, with each successive
modification. There have been several recent
situations where producers, who received an
advance deficiency payment based on
U.S.D.A. estimated low prices, have had a
poor harvest and were required to repay the
advance because the nation-wide effect of
the poor harvest was to drive up the market
price of the commodity beyond the point at
which current programs make a payment.

This has placed many producers in a difficult
position. Even though prices were high, their
income is down because they have no crop to
market and the government assistance they
had previously received must be paid back.

Government outlays under current pro-
grams are the highest when prices are lowest
(and hence when harvests are the best). This
has had the effect of encouraging production
based on potential government benefits, not
on market prices. This incentive, when com-
bined with the government’s authority to
idle acreage (which is the only means that
current programs contain for limiting budg-
et outlays) results in a situation in which
producers have an incentive to produce the
maximum amount of commodities while the
government restricts the acres that can be
planted, thereby encouraging the over-use of
fertilizers and pesticides in order to get the
most production from the acres the govern-
ment is allowing the farmer to plant that
year. This environmentally-questionable in-
centive created by current programs has also
resulted in Congress authorizing greater and
greater bureaucratic controls on producers
over the last ten years in order to minimize
environmental damage by requiring con-
servation compliance plans, compliance with
wetlands protection provisions, and compli-
ance with many other land-use statutes. It
would be hard to imagine a program which
creates more inconsistent incentives than
the existing commodity programs.

Added on top of the regulatory burdens
which have resulted from the counter-pro-
ductive environmental incentives of current
programs are the additional regulatory bur-
dens created by Congress over the past twen-
ty years which attempt to target program
benefits to small producers. These so-called
payment limitation provisions have: (1) re-
sulted in substantial paperwork require-
ments for producers whose operations do not
actually approach the payment limit, (2) re-
quired a substantial amount of government
administrative resources, which has inhib-
ited the government-wide goal of downsizing;
and (3) been largely ineffective as a means of
ensuring that benefits are targeted to small
producers because of the loopholes in the ex-
isting structure.

Third, preserving the current Federal farm
program structure with the required $13.4
billion in cuts will leave producers with an
ineffective and counter productive agricul-
tural policy. The resulting system would be
an emasculated remnant of an out-of-date
1930’s-era program which no longer serves
the people it was originally intended to bene-
fit. While further modifications of current
Federal commodity programs may accom-
plish required budget savings, ten years of
budget cuts has changed the fundamental na-
ture of farm programs to the extent they
have inhibited farm production and producer
earning potential.

Retaining the present policy would be a
mistake when other methods can achieve the
goals of providing U.S. producers with in-
creased planting flexibility and less regu-
latory burden while at the same time allow-
ing for greater earnings from the market-
place and reducing the budgetary exposure
to the Federal Government.

Rationale

With these conclusions in mind, the rec-
ommended changes in Federal commodity
policy which are accomplished in this title
have a cumulative reconciliation savings of
$13.4 billion, as estimated by the Congres-
sional Budget Office. The Federal farm pol-
icy for commodities, titled as the ‘‘Freedom
to Farm’’ in Subtitle A, captures the CBO
projected baseline for agriculture over the
next seven years after incorporating the $13.4
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billion in savings required by the House Con-
current Resolution 67 instructions to the
Committee on Agriculture.

Freedom to Farm (‘‘FFA’’) replaces the
commodity price support and production ad-
justment programs with a seven-year market
transition contract payment for eligible
owners and operators and a nonrecourse
marketing assistance loan program for eligi-
ble producers. Contract participants will re-
ceive seven annual market transition pay-
ments in exchange for maintaining compli-
ance with their respective conservation
plans and applicable wetlands protection
provisions. Producers utilizing the market-
ing assistance loan will get the benefit of a
nonrecourse loan at harvest time so that
they will not have to sell commodities at a
time when market prices are historically low
in order to maintain a positive cash flow.
Additionally, contract payments are limited
to $50,000 per person, regardless of whether
such payments are received directly or indi-
rectly through other entities, and will be
tracked according to Social Security num-
bers, hence eliminating once and for all the
devices and schemes such as the ‘‘Mississippi
Christmas Tree’’ to avoid payment limits.
The Secretary is also directed to implement
adequate safeguards to protect the interests
of operators who are tenants and share-
croppers.

From a GATT perspective, the termination
of the commodity price support programs
will make U.S. commodities immediately
more competitive on the world market by re-
moving the distorting effect that current
programs have maintained. This is signifi-
cant because at the current time, world com-
modity supplies are relatively tight and esti-
mates indicate that, at best, this situation
will remain for quite some time.

With respect to domestic farm policy, FFA
accomplishes several goals. First, it accom-
plishes a large amount of deregulation by
freeing farmers up to farm for the market
and not the government program. By remov-
ing government production controls on land
use, FFA effectively eliminates the number
one complaint of producers about the pro-
grams: bureaucratic red tape and govern-
ment interference. Complaints about endless
waits at the county office should end. Has-
sles over field sizes and whether the right
crop was planted to the correct amount of
acres should be a thing of the past. People
concerned about the environment will be
pleased that the government no longer forces
the planting of surplus crops and
monoculture agriculture. Producers who
want to introduce a rotation on their farm
for agronomic reasons should be free to do so
without the restrictions in current pro-
grams.

Second, the Freedom to Farm Act provides
U.S. producers with a guaranteed payment
for the next seven years, because it estab-
lishes a contract between the Federal Gov-
ernment and the producer. When compared
to the alternative of further modifying exist-
ing programs, it results in the optimum pro-
ducer net income over the next seven years
and protects the producer from further budg-
et cuts should there be further budget rec-
onciliation bills in the future. The guarantee
of a fixed (albeit declining) payment for
seven years will provide the predictability
that producers have wanted and will provide
certainty to lenders as a basis for extending
credit to production agriculture. The current
situation in which prices are above the tar-
get price as a result of poor crops (producers
do not get a payment or are forced to repay
advanced payments), and therefore have less
income should be corrected under FFA.
Without a crop to market, producers cannot
benefit from the higher prices, and instead of
getting help when they need it most, the cur-

rent system cuts off their deficiency pay-
ments and demands that they repay advance
deficiency payments.

FFA insures that whatever government fi-
nancial assistance is available will be deliv-
ered, regardless of the circumstances, be-
cause the producer signs a contract with the
Federal Government for the next seven
years. Just as producers will need to look to
the market for planting and marketing sig-
nals, FFA will require producers to manage
their finances to compensate for price
swings. It may be true that when prices are
high, producers will receive a full market
transition payment under FAA but it is
equally true that if prices decline, farmers
will receive no more than the fixed market
transition payment. That means the individ-
ual producer must manage all income, both
market and government, to account for
weather and price fluctuations.

Third, FFA encourages market orienta-
tion. Producers can plant or idle all their
acres at their discretion, with a significant
reduction in the restrictions on what can be
planted. Producers will have to make com-
modity planting decisions in response to
commodity markets instead of decisions
based on deficiency payment rates and crop
acreage bases. Decoupling Federal payments
from production (a process which began in
1985 when payment yields were frozen) would
end any pressure from the government in
choosing crops to plant. Under FFA, all pro-
duction incentives should come from the
marketplace and not government programs.
Additionally, as long as producers maintain
compliance with their applicable conserva-
tion plans, they are free to choose to plant
no crop at all, which will benefit soil and
water quality in marginal areas, as well as
benefitting wildlife.

Fourth, FFA recognizes that the benefits
from current programs have, to some extent,
been incorporated into the value of agricul-
tural land. By abolishing the link between
production and benefits, but doing so in a
manner which provides a seven-year transi-
tion period, the economic distortions caused
by existing programs can be removed in a
manner that causes the least amount of dis-
ruption and harm to rural America. For that
reason the FFA contract payment has been
aptly named as a market transition pay-
ment.

Good policy for the future

FFA is also good policy for the future of
production agriculture in the United States.
The most severe critics of current farm pro-
grams, including the New York Times, the
Washington Post, the Economist, and a host
of regional newspapers, have hailed FFA as
the most significant reform in agricultural
policy since the New Deal in the 1930’s. Con-
gressional critics that have urged reform of
the farm programs have also indicated that
FFA embodies the type of reform necessary
to transition agriculture into a market-ori-
ented industry. Nearly every agricultural
economist who has commented on FFA has
supported its structure and its probable ef-
fect on producers and the agricultural sec-
tor.

The reforms accomplished by FFA will
help transition U.S. agricultural producers
into a new era of a market-oriented Federal
farm policy while simultaneously providing
fixed, declining payments over seven years
in order to minimize the economic distor-
tions resulting from the change away from
the New Deal Era Federal farm programs.

Subtitle B—Dairy

Summary

Subtitle B replaces the dairy price support
program on January 1, 1996, with (1) a mar-
ket transition program which provides seven

market transition payments to milk produc-
ers between April 15, 1996 and October 15,
2001, and (2) a recourse loan program for
processors. The Federal milk marketing
order program is replaced on July 1, 1996, by
a program which verifies receipts of, prices
paid for, and uses of milk, and which further,
upon request, audits marketing agreements
and other private contracts for the receipt
and payment of milk between producers and
handlers. The Dairy Export Incentive Pro-
gram (DEIP) is reauthorized through Sep-
tember 30, 2002, and fully funded to the lim-
its permitted by the Uruguay Round of the
GATT. The Fluid Milk Promotion Program
of 1990 is reauthorized and the producer as-
sessment for promotion under the Dairy Pro-
duction Stabilization Act of 1983 is extended
to imported products. The combined impact
of these changes saves $511 million, or ap-
proximately 23.5%, of spending on Federal
dairy programs projected by CBO over the
next seven fiscal years.

Background

Since the last time Federal dairy programs
were addressed in a farm bill (1990) or in rec-
onciliation (1993), major changes in world
trade policy, domestic budget policy, and
dairy producer opinion require us to recon-
sider Federal dairy policy.

Every Federal dairy program was created
subsequent to Section 22 and premised upon
the ability of Section 22 to stop foreign dairy
products at our border. As of July 1, 1995,
Section 22 was limited in its applicability by
the implementation legislation for the Uru-
guay Round of the GATT.

With the passage of the First Budget Reso-
lution in June, the House Agriculture Com-
mittee was required to achieve $13.4 billion
in savings on Federal farm programs over
the next seven fiscal years. As a commodity,
dairy’s fair share of that amount was slight-
ly more than $500 million, or about $73 mil-
lion annually.

Following ten hearings on dairy issues by
the Subcommittee on Livestock, Dairy and
Poultry, including field hearings in Califor-
nia, Florida, Minnesota, New York, and Wis-
consin, the mandate from dairy farmers to
end budget reconciliation assessments imme-
diately became overwhelming. The elimi-
nation of assessments would decrease fund-
ing available for Federal dairy programs by
approximately $250 million annually.

The combination of these events led to the
following conclusions: (1) the U.S. dairy in-
dustry needed to become more market-ori-
ented, domestically and internationally; (2)
the industry could not become more market-
oriented without a level field at home; (3)
the industry needed tools to become, and re-
main, competitive in the world market; and
(4) there was inadequate funding to retain
and maintain existing Federal dairy pro-
grams.

A review of Federal dairy programs (i.e.,
dairy price supports, Federal milk market-
ing orders, and the Dairy Export Incentive
Program (DEIP)) produced the following con-
clusions.

First, since the support price was de-
creased to $10.10/cwt in the 1990 Farm Bill,
the dairy price support program has been
largely inactive. For example, in the last 12
months, the Commodity Credit Corporation
(CCC) has not purchased any cheese and only
purchased 26 million pounds of butter and 27
million pounds of nonfat dry milk. By con-
trast, a decade ago the CCC purchased 293
million pounds of butter, 591 million pounds
of cheese, and 827 million pounds of nonfat
dry milk during the same 12 month period.
Currently, we have no butter, no cheese, and
only 30 million pounds of nonfat dry milk in
government storage.
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Secondly, existing Federal milk marketing

orders act as an impediment to a level play-
ing field domestically. The U.S. dairy indus-
try cannot hope to be competitive in the
world market if our domestic marketing sys-
tem produces competitive advantages and
disadvantages at home unrelated to market
indicators and other economic conditions.
The Congressional Budget Office projects
that Class I differentials, fixed by statute in
1985, will add an average of $134 million an-
nually to the cost of the dairy price support
program in the next five fiscal years by cre-
ating artificial incentives to produce milk in
regions with sufficient Class I supplies of
milk. Studies of Federal milk marketing or-
ders by the General Accounting Office in 1988
and 1995 have produced similar conclusions.

Thirdly, the inactivity of the dairy price
support program and the low levels of gov-
ernment-stored dairy products are directly
related to the success of the DEIP program.
Dairy economists across the nation uni-
formly agree that the DEIP program has
added between $.50/cwt to $1.00/cwt to pro-
ducer prices in each of the last five years.
Rationale

With these conclusions in mind, the follow-
ing changes in Federal dairy policy are ac-
complished in this legislation which have a
cumulative reconciliation savings of $511
million estimated by the Congressional
Budget Office.

Chapter 1 of subtitle B replaces the dairy
price support program on January 1, 1996
with a market transition program for milk
producers and a recourse loan program for
dairy processors. Producers will receive
seven market transition payments in ex-
change for the termination of the price sup-
port program. Since any negative impact re-
sulting from that termination will be great-
est in 1996, producers will receive two of the
seven market transition payments during
calendar year 1996.

From a GATT perspective, the termination
of the price support program will make U.S.
cheese, butter and nonfat dry milk imme-
diately competitive on the world market.
This is significant because, by the end of the
decade, 17 percent of the world market for
nonfat dry milk, 23 percent of the world mar-
ket for cheese, and 31 percent of the world
market for butter will have opened up due to
reductions in subsidized exports under the
Uruguay Round.

The recourse loan program will permit
processors of cheddar cheese, butter and non-
fat dry milk to place their product under a
recourse loan with the CCC at 90 percent of
the average market value for that product
during the previous three months. Loans will
be at CCC interest rates and will come due at
the end of the fiscal year (September 30), but
can be extended into the upcoming fiscal
year.

Chapter 2 of subtitle B further enables the
United States to become, and remain, a play-
er in the world dairy market of the 21st Cen-
tury. The DEIP program is reauthorized
through September 30, 2002 and fully funded
to the limits permitted under the Uruguay
Round in each fiscal year. The Secretary of
Agriculture is authorized to assist the U.S.
dairy industry in establishing an export
trading company, or other entity, to provide
international market development and ex-
port services.

Chapter 3 of subtitle B further assists the
industry in becoming more market-oriented
by reauthorizing the Fluid Milk Promotion
Act of 1990, extending the producer pro-
motion assessment under the Dairy Produc-
tion Stabilization Act of 1983 to imported
dairy products, and by requiring that at
least 10 percent of the budget of the National
Dairy Promotion and Research Board be al-

located to international market develop-
ment annually.

Indeed, the purpose of Federal dairy pro-
motion programs authorized under the Fluid
Milk Promotion Act and the Dairy Product
Stabilization Act is to maintain and expand
markets for fluid milk and the products of
milk, not to maintain or expand the share of
those markets which any particular proc-
essor or association of producers currently
has. The programs created and funded by
these Acts are not intended to compete with
or replace individual advertising and pro-
motion efforts, but rather to meet the gov-
ernmental goal and objective of maintaining
and expanding the market for fluid milk and
the products of milk through continuous and
coordinated programs of promotion, re-
search, and consumer information.

Chapter 4 of subtitle B replaces current
Federal milk marketing orders on July 1,
1996, with a program which verifies receipts
of, prices paid for, and uses of milk, and
which further provides an auditing mecha-
nism for marketing agreements and other
private contracts for the receipt and pay-
ment of milk between producers and han-
dlers. The Secretary will report statistics to
the industry including information on pay-
ments to producers on a component basis, in-
cluding payments for milkfat, protein and
other solids.

The elimination of the pricing and pooling
functions of Federal milk marketing orders
will assure a level playing field domestically
among producers and insure that industry
responds to market signals rather than dec-
ade-old fixed differentials which provide arti-
ficial incentives to produce milk.

Chapter 5 of subtitle B extends miscellane-
ous expiring provisions in law related to
these Federal dairy programs.

Subtitle C—Other Commodities
The Committee commenced hearings and

received testimony from over 100 witnesses
in the areas of the United States where pea-
nuts and sugar beets, sugar cane, and corn
are grown, as well as in Washington, D.C., to
discuss reform of the peanut and sugar pro-
grams. The Committee outlined reform cri-
teria with the goal of revising the current
peanut and sugar programs to make them
more market-oriented and operate at no cost
to the Federal Government, while still pro-
viding a safety net for producers.

These programs have been increasingly
criticized by consumer groups, food proc-
essors and manufacturers, environmental
groups, and others for a variety of reasons,
including artificially increasing prices, en-
couraging the environmentally-damaging
practice of monoculture cropping, and allow-
ing a relatively small number of producers to
reap the program benefits at the expense of
taxpayers and consumers.

In this context, the Committee’s rec-
ommendations with respect to the Federal
programs for peanuts and sugar are reform-
oriented and are made with the intention of
providing the framework for a more market-
oriented approach to production, with less
government involvement.
Peanuts

According to the United States Depart-
ment of Agriculture (USDA), net peanut gov-
ernment program expenditures for fiscal
year 1995 are estimated to be $85.6 million.
USDA projects an annual cost of $76 million
per year for fiscal years 1996–2000 if current
program provisions were retained. The pro-
posed title I would eliminate the administra-
tive costs of the program through the elimi-
nation of the national poundage quota and
undermarketing provisions which allow addi-
tional peanuts to receive the quota price
support rate. This will allow the Secretary
to set the national poundage quota at a level

that satisfies the estimated domestic con-
sumption and prevent additional peanuts
from entering the quota pool at the higher
loan rate.

With respect to price support, title I would
freeze the price support loan rate for quota
peanuts at $610 per ton for the 1996 through
2002 crops. This is a reduction from the cur-
rent loan rate of $678 per ton, which is ap-
proximately commensurate to a price sup-
port level based on current cost of produc-
tion. Current law provides that the price
support level may only increase based on
cost of production, up to 5% over the support
rate for the preceding year. If the previous
years’ quota price support rates were allowed
to increase or decrease 5% per year, today’s
price support level would be approximately
$608.64.

Among other changes, title I, as proposed,
would also instruct the Secretary to de-
crease the quota support rate by 15 percent
to any producer who refuses an offer from a
handler to purchase quota peanuts at the
quota support rate, in order to provide an in-
centive to producers to sell to the market
rather than taking out a price support loan.

Title I would prioritize the method of cov-
ering losses in area quota pools. Looses
would first be covered through individual
gains on sales of additional peanuts, then by
pool gains on sales of additional peanuts, be-
fore proceeding to the cross compliance pro-
visions. The Secretary of Agriculture would
also be given the authority to increase the
marketing assessment on growers in a pool
to cover any further losses, with a provision
directing any unused assessment funds to be
returned to the Treasury.

With respect to the sale, lease, and trans-
fer of quota, several changes are rec-
ommended. Currently, quota can only be sold
or leased to another owner or operator in the
fall or after the normal planting season
within the same country. The Committee
recommends full sale, lease or transfer of
quota to any county within a State without
any restrictions. The Committee also pro-
poses a review of the feasibility of quota
transfer of across state lines under the pur-
view of the Commission on 21st Century Pro-
duction Agriculture.

In addition, the Committee’s recommenda-
tion would tighten the eligibility of those
who own quota by mandating that any re-
quired reductions in the national poundage
quota in a State shall first be reduced with
respect to public entities, non-resident quota
holders who are not producers, and resident
quota holders who are not producers before
reducing the quota allocation of a State’s
producers.

Sugar

The Committee proposal increases revenue
to the Treasury through an increased mar-
keting assessment from 1.1% to 1.5% of the
loan rate for raw cane sugar and from 1.17%
to 1.6083% of the loan rate for beet sugar.
Provisions in current law mandating that
the program operate at no net cost to the
Treasury would be maintained.

Sugar beet and sugar cane loan rates are
frozen at current 1995 levels. However, loan
rates are required to be reduced if the Sec-
retary determines that negotiated reduc-
tions in export subsidies and domestic sub-
sidies provided for sugar of the European
Union and other major sugar growing coun-
tries in the aggregate exceed the commit-
ments made as part of the Uruguay Round
Agreement.

With respect to marketing allotments, the
Committee’s recommendation would allow
full and unrestrained production of sugar in
the United States through elimination of
marketing allotments.
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The Committee also proposes a consistent

increase of imports through the establish-
ment of a loan modification threshold which
is initially triggered at 1,257,000 short tons
raw value in fiscal years 1996 and 1997, and at
103% of the loan modification threshold for
the previous fiscal year level for fiscal years
1998 through 2002. Under this provision, re-
course loans to processors are made avail-
able up to the threshold level and would be
converted into nonrecourse loans if imports
rise above the threshold level.
Subtitle D—Miscellaneous Program Changes

The Federal Crop Insurance Reform Act of
1994 (Reform Act), contained in Title I of
P.L. 103–354, made significant changes in the
multi-peril crop insurance (MPCI) program
as well as ending, for all practical purposes,
ad hoc Federal assistance to farmers for crop
failures. Two controversial and complex pro-
visions of the new law have caused con-
sternation and irritation among agricultural
producers, and that, in turn, has made MPCI
a less attractive product for many farmers.

A principal provision of the Reform Act re-
quired any agricultural producer who is a
farm commodity program or Conservation
Reserve Program participant or who is re-
ceiving a loan or loan guarantee through the
U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) to
purchase a MPCI policy to insure against at
least a catastrophic crop loss (CAT), i.e., for
a crop loss of 50 percent loss in yield, on and
individual or area yield basis. To obtain CAT
coverage, producers pay an administrative
fee for each crop produced in a county. Be-
cause of USDA’s implementation of the Re-
form Act, each landlord who receives a pro-
gram payment (shared tenancy) is required
to pay the $50 fee. This link between farm
program participation and crop insurance
caused a great deal of confusion and irrita-
tion among producers because of the inequi-
ties in USDA implementation. For example,
an owner-operator growing only wheat on a
section of land in a single county could pur-
chase CAT coverage for a single $50 fee, while
multiple owners with a tenant farming in
more than one county were required to pay
multiple fees. One particularly egregious
case that came to light involved nine dif-
ferent landlords and their tenants who
farmed three different crops in three coun-
ties. Each of the owners was required to pay
three fees for each crop in each of the three
counties, resulting a substantial amount of
dollars in fees for insurance on a minimal
number of acres.

A second provision that caused undue con-
fusion involved the delivery system imple-
mented by the Consolidated Farm Service
Agency (CFSA) within USDA. Because each
agricultural producer could be required to
purchase at least the CAT insurance policy,
Congress allowed CFSA local offices to sell
CAT coverage in those areas of the country
where private insurance agents were not
available or not readily available. As imple-
mented, however, CFSA became an instant
competitor with insurance agents around the
country. Because the new MPCI program was
late in clearing Congress and even later in
getting into the field, local CFSA personnel
obviously were confused during the initial
start-up phase of the new program. This con-
fusion was spread throughout farm country
during this past spring and harmed a pro-
gram that already was disliked and unused
by a majority of producers in almost every
part of the country.

It also has come to the Committee’s atten-
tion that the assistant administrator for
risk management who is the FCIC manager
and responsible for its day-to-day operations
also has become totally absorbed by CFSA
administrators to an extent that risk man-
agement and crop insurance are being run as

if they were just another farm program, in
other words, not in an actuarially-sound
manner. Under any policy scenario, Federal
farm price and income support programs are
in transition, making it vitally important
that our agricultural producers have sound
risk management programs they can use for
price and yield protection and marketing as-
sistance without undue USDA intervention.
Creating an independent agency and then
subsuming the congressional policy objective
of providing new risk management tech-
niques, including MPCI offered generally
through a private delivery system, within
the scope of traditional, 50-year-old New
Deal policies does not make sense. Congress
clearly set new policy and structural
changes at the new CFSA, and thus far,
CFSA has ignored many of those policy ob-
jectives.

Finally, in that regard, the FCIC board has
been inactively engaged in its responsibility
to manage FCIC operations in the current
Administration, ceding its authority to
CFSA personnel. Because of that, the MPCI
program has been neglected and is a less via-
ble risk management tool than Congress in-
tended but for the inattention to its direc-
tion by CFSA.

Admendments included in the agricultural
title of the omnibus budget reconciliation
bill seek to change both the mandatory link
of MPCI and USDA farm and credit programs
so that producers not wanting to purchase
CAT coverage could do so by waiving the
right to any possible crop disaster assistance
for the crop year in which CAT coverage had
been offered by the FCIC but not purchased
by the producer. This saves $180 million over
the seven-year period.

Additional amendments provide for a to-
tally private delivery system by the crop in-
surance industry. Under the Committee
amendments, FCIC is required to submit its
delivery plan that will provide at least CAT
insurance availability to each producer in
the country (who wants to purchase it) to
the agriculture committees of Congress by
May 1, 1996. The clear intent is that MPCI,
both CAT coverage and additional, buy-up
coverage, will be offered, sold and serviced
by the private crop insurance industry that
has invested a great deal of time and money
toward providing crop insurance services to
agricultural producers.

Other amendments included in the budg-
etary provisions establish a fully independ-
ent Office of Risk Management with an ad-
ministrator who will manage the FCIC as
well as assume other risk management re-
sponsibilities enumerated by the amend-
ments. The Secretary of Agriculture is di-
rected to (shall) appoint the Administrator
of the Office of Risk Management.

Further amendments will recreate a more
effective FCIC board of directors by provid-
ing a more diverse composition of the
board’s directors as well as providing for
terms of appointment for specific time peri-
ods. Impairment of the board to act under
the law also will impair the delegation of au-
thority to the FCIC manager. This should
ensure the board will remain an active par-
ticipant in FCIC’s policy and operational di-
rection.

By any measure, farmers, agricultural
economists, wildlife advocates and environ-
mentalists alike believe the Conservation
Reserve Program (CRP), established by the
1985 Food Security Act (’85 FSA), has been a
success. Landowners have enrolled about
eight percent of U.S. cropland in 12 separate
signups from 1986 to June 1992. At the end of
the 12th signup, about 375,000 contracts had
been put into effect, although around two-
thirds of the acreage currently subject to
contracts will expire at the beginning of fis-
cal year 1998.

Billions of tons of topsoil have been saved
over the life of the program. Large sections
of prairie have been returned to grass, pro-
viding critical habitat for migratory water-
fowl as well as restorative nesting cover for
game birds. Net savings in farm program ex-
penditures also have been realized through-
out the life of the CRP.

As mentioned previously, however, 1992
was the last year of new CRP enrollments
even though the 1990 amendments to the ’85
FSA provided for a 38 million-acre program.
The appropriations committees of the Con-
gress in those years refused to provide for
any additional acreage to be enrolled in the
CRP.

Current law also does not give a landowner
with a CRP contract any flexibility to opt
out of his contract even though the rental
payment is intended to pay for conservation
in the Federal fiscal year for which the pay-
ment is made. Should commodity prices rise
enough to entice a landowner using accept-
able conservation systems with an approved
compliance plan to get out of the program to
meet market demands, he may not do so un-
less the Secretary is satisfied there is suffi-
cient grain needs worldwide to require use of
CRP lands.

The amendments set out in Section 1402 of
Subtitle D are intended to resolve these is-
sues. As of the date of enactment, the Com-
mittee will ratify, by an amendment in title
I, four years of appropriations committee
policy by capping the CRP at the current
acreage of 36.4 million acres during the
seven-year period beginning with the date of
enactment.

The Committee’s amendments also would
allow for landowners to opt out of their con-
tracts by giving the Secretary 60 days notice
of the contract termination. Should the con-
tract be terminated prior the end of the fis-
cal year, September 30 of any calendar, the
Secretary shall prorate the payment. The
highly-erodible land must be farmed under a
conservation system and compliance plan
that is not more onerous than systems and
plans for similar land in the area.

Landowners who have terminated a con-
tract may resubmit a subsequent bid to en-
roll the high-erodible land under a new CRP
contract. Extensions of existing contracts or
any new contracts of reenrolled lands will be
at 75 percent of the previous rental rate for
the land. These provisions provide savings
between 1996–2002 of $570 million.

Subtitle E—Commission on 21st Century
Production Agriculture

The changes in Federal farm policy made
in the preceding subtitles are a dramatic de-
parture from current farm commodity pro-
grams. Many of those involved in production
agriculture from the farmer to the econo-
mist, to rural lenders, and especially to
those with an economic interest in current
programs, are concerned that a change of the
magnitude described in the preceding sub-
titles coupled with less Federal subsidy dol-
lars will adversely affect not only the U.S.
agricultural industry, but also rural Amer-
ica. While the dramatic changes proposed for
the Federal Government’s involvement in
agriculture as prescribed by the Freedom to
Farm Act, are in fact a recognition of the
changing rural and urban landscape of Amer-
ica, an examination of the changes wrought
by these policy changes and what farm poli-
cies are needed for the 21st Century farm sec-
tor is in order.

When the present Federal programs for ag-
riculture were adopted, the nation was in the
darkest depths of the Great Depression of
the 1930’s. Not everyone believed the Federal
Government should get involved in agri-
culture. Indeed, the original Agricultural
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Adjustment Act of 1933 was declared uncon-
stitutional by the Supreme Court. But a con-
sensus was reached and the United States
Government embarked upon a course of sub-
stantial involvement in agriculture. The
present programs were claimed to be created
out of political and economic necessity, be-
cause the nation was largely rural and the
majority of the population lived on farms or
rural areas.

In the intervening 60 years, the United
States has been transformed into a largely
urban society with less than 2 million citi-
zens on farms. There is evidence that Federal
farm programs may have eased the transi-
tion from a rural society to an urban soci-
ety. While the United States is now largely
an urban population, nearly 20 percent of the
Gross National Product can be attributed to
agriculture if the entire sector is considered,
i.e., from the farm to the manufacturing, dis-
tribution, and input infrastructure involved
in modern agriculture’s miracle of produc-
tivity.

The United States is blessed with a very
valuable asset: fertile land, with adequate
moisture, growing season, and dedicated
users of such land that make it the envy of
the world. The challenge for the United
States as we enter the 21st Century is how do
we wisely use our very valuable natural re-
source: agriculture. The present system of
agricultural price supports and supply con-
trol programs has come under increasing at-
tack by economists, environmentalists, and
farmers as being inadequate for modern agri-
culture. The Freedom to Farm Act is meant
to be a transition policy for U.S. agriculture.
But a transition to what?

Over the 7 years of the transition contract,
the Congress hopes a national debate can
take place as to what should be the Federal
involvement in production agriculture in the
21st Century. Should it be a system of direct
price supports found in the present system?
Should it be some type of income support
mechanism that provides some means of in-
come or revenue protection given the nature
of production agriculture, which is subject to
the vagaries of weather, pestilence, and geo-
political market disruptions. Should the
Federal involvement in production agri-
culture be limited to only foreign market de-
velopment and research that enhances U.S.
agriculture’s relative competitive position?
Or can many of the goals necessary to have
a healthy food and fiber sector be accom-
plished through Federal tax policy?

To stimulate substantial debate and pro-
vide answers to these questions, Subtitle E
establishes a Commission on 21st Century
Production Agriculture, which is designed to
give future Congresses and Presidents and
others information and feedback to gauge
the effectiveness of the changes made by this
legislation, and also to recommend further
appropriate Federal policy and involvement
in production agriculture. The Commission
is to conduct a ‘‘look-back’’ (how successful
is Freedom to Farm) and a ‘‘look-to-the-fu-
ture’’ that recommends new or different poli-
cies for 21st Century agriculture.

This Commission, comprised of 11 members
to be appointed by the President and the
Chairmen of the House and Senate Agri-
culture Committees in consultation with
their Ranking Minority Members, will con-
duct a comprehensive review of changes in
the condition of the agricultural sector, tak-
ing into account land values, regulatory and
taxation burdens, export markets, and
progress under international trade agree-
ments. The Commission will also make an
assessment of changes in production agri-
culture, identify the appropriate future rela-
tionship between the Federal Government
and production agriculture after 2002, and as-
sess the future personnel and administrative

needs of USDA. Not later than June 1, 1998,
the Commission shall report its interim find-
ings with respect to its comprehensive re-
view of the condition of the agricultural sec-
tor. Not later than January 1, 2001, the Com-
mission shall make a final report concerning
its assessments and determinations regard-
ing the future role of the Federal Govern-
ment in farm policy.

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS

SUBTITLE A—FREEDOM TO FARM

Section 1101.—Short title
This Subtitle may be cited as the ‘‘The

Freedom to Farm Act of 1995’’.
Section 1102.—Seven year contracts to improve

farming certainty and flexibility

Subsection (a). Contracts authorized
Subsection (a) amends obsolete section 102

of the Agricultural Act of 1949 to provide au-
thority for the Secretary to enter into seven-
year market transition contracts.

Amended section 102(a), in paragraph (1),
authorizes the Secretary to enter into 7-year
market transition contracts between 1996
and 2002 with eligible owners and operators
on a farm containing eligible farmland. In
exchange for annual payments under the
contract, the owner or operator must agree
to comply with the applicable conservation
plan for the farm and the wetland protection
requirements of title XII of the Food Secu-
rity Act of 1985.

Amended section 102(a), in paragraph (2),
describes eligible owners and operators, that
include:

(A) an operator who assumes all risk of
producing a crop;

(B) an operator who shares in the risk of
producing a crop;

(C) an operator with a share-rent lease re-
gardless of the length of such lease if the
owner also enters into the contract;

(D) an operator with a cash rent lease that
expires on or after September 30, 2002, in
which case the consent of the owner is not
required;

(E) an operator with a cash rent lease that
expires before September 30, 2002, and the
owner consents to the contract; and

(F) an operator with a cash rent lease, but
only if the operator declines to enter into a
contract, in which case payments under the
contract will not begin until the fiscal year
following the year in which the lease expires.

Amended section 102(a), in paragraph (3),
instructs the Secretary to provide adequate
safeguards to protect the interests of opera-
tors who are tenants and sharecroppers.

Amended section 102(b), in paragraph (1),
provides that the deadline for entering into a
market transition contract is April 15, 1996,
except that owners and operators on farms
which contain acreage enrolled in the Con-
servation Reserve Program (‘‘CRP’’) may
enter into a market transition contract upon
the expiration of the CRP contract.

Amended section 102(b), in paragraph (2),
provides that the contracts shall begin with
the 1996 crop year and extend through the
2002 crop year.

Amended section 102(b), in paragraph (3),
provides that, at the time a contract is
signed, the Secretary shall estimate the min-
imum payment that will be made under the
contract, and the owner or operator may ter-
minate the contract without penalty if the
first actual payment is less than 95 percent
of the estimate.

Amended section 102(b), in paragraph (4),
instructs the Secretary to issue a report to
the House and Senate Agriculture Commit-
tees within 90 days after the date of enact-
ment of this section setting forth a plan as
to the number of, and acreage in, contracts
to be signed, the anticipated amount of pay-
ments, and the manner in which the con-
tracts will be signed.

Amended section 102(c) describes eligible
farmland, which is land that contains a crop
acreage base, at least a portion of which was
enrolled in the acreage reduction programs
authorized for a crop of rice, upland cotton,
feed grains, or wheat and which has served as
the basis for deficiency payments in at least
one of the 1991 through 1995 crop years, in-
cluding zero-certified considered planted
acreage under section 503(c)(7) of the Agri-
cultural Act of 1949. With respect to con-
tracts for acreage enrolled in the CRP, such
acreage must have crop acreage base attrib-
utable to it.

Amended section 102(d) establishes the
payment dates under the market transition
contracts as September 30 of each of the fis-
cal years 1996 through 2002, and provides that
an owner or operator may opt to receive half
of each annual payment not later than
March 15 of each year. For the 1996 fiscal
year, an owner or operator may elect to re-
ceive half of the payment within 90 days of
signing a market transition contract.

Amended section 102(e), in paragraph (l),
establishes an overall spending limit for the
fiscal years 1996 through 2002 at
$38,733,000,000.

Amended section 102(e), in paragraph (2),
establishes yearly spending limits of:

(A) $6,014,000,000 for FY 1996;
(B) $5,829,000,000 for FY 1997;
(C) $6,244,000,000 for FY 1998;
(D) $6,047,000,000 for FY 1999;
(E) $5,573,000,000 for FY 2000;
(F) $4,574,000,000 for FY 2001; and
(G) $4,453,000,000 for FY 2002.
Amended section 102(e), in paragraph (3),

directs the Secretary to adjust the amounts
specified in paragraphs (1) and (2), if nec-
essary, by:

(A) subtracting payments required under
sections 101B, 103B, 105B, and 107B for the
1994 and 1995 crop years;

(B) adding producer repayments of defi-
ciency payments received during that fiscal
year under section 114(a)(2);

(C) adding market transition contract pay-
ments withheld at the request of producers,
during the preceding fiscal year as an offset
against repayments of deficiency payments
otherwise required under section 114(a)(2);
and

(D) adding market transition contract pay-
ments which are refunded during the preced-
ing fiscal year under amended section 102(h).

Amended section 102(f) establishes the
basis for determining the allocation of avail-
able funds under a market transition con-
tract for crop acreage base for each contract
commodity;

Amended section 102(f)(2), in subparagraph
(A), directs the Secretary to calculate the
total expenditures for all contract commod-
ities for the 1991 through 1995 crops under
sections 101B, 103B, 105B, and 107B, including
expenditures in the form of deficiency pay-
ments, loan deficiency payments, marketing
loan gains, and marketing certificates.

Amended section 102(f)(2), in subparagraph
(B), authorizes the Secretary to use esti-
mates, as contained in the President’s budg-
et for fiscal year 1997 submitted to Congress
under section 1105 of title 31, United States
Code, in the absence of information regard-
ing actual 1995 crop expenditures for a con-
tract commodity.

Amended section 102(f), in paragraph (3),
provides that the amount available for a fis-
cal year for payments with respect to crop
acreage base of a contract commodity shall
be equal to the product of:

(A) the ratio of the amount calculated
under section 102(f)(2) for that contract com-
modity to the total amount calculated for
all contract commodities under paragraph
(2); and

(B) the amount specified in section 102(e)(2)
for that fiscal year (including any adjust-
ments under section 102(e)(3)).
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Amended section 102(g), in paragraph (1),

establishes the basis for determining the
amount of production attributable to a con-
tract commodity covered by a contract,
which is equal to the product of:

(A) the crop acreage base of that contract
commodity attributable to the eligible farm-
land subject to the contract; and

(B) the farm program payment yield in ef-
fect for the 1995 crop of that contract com-
modity for the farm containing that eligible
farmland.

Amended section 102(g), in paragraph (2),
provides that for each of the fiscal years 1996
through 2002, the total amount of production
of each contract commodity covered by all
market transition contracts shall be equal to
the sum of the amounts calculated under
paragraph (1) for each market transition
contract in effect during that fiscal year.

Amended section 102(g), in paragraph (3),
provides that the payment rate for a con-
tract commodity for a fiscal year shall be
equal to—

(A) the amount made available under sec-
tion 102(f)(3) for that commodity for that fis-
cal year; divided by

(B) the amount determined under para-
graph (2) for that fiscal year.

Amended section 102(g), in paragraph (4),
provides that, for each of the fiscal years
1996 through 2002, the amount to be paid
under a particular market transition con-
tract with respect to a contract commodity
shall be equal to the product of—

(A) the amount of production determined
under section 102(g)(1) for that contract for
that contract commodity; and

(B) the payment rate in effect under para-
graph (3) for that fiscal year for that con-
tract commodity.

Amended section 102(g), in paragraph (5),
provides that the provisions of section 8(g) of
the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allot-
ment Act relating to assignment of pay-
ments shall apply to market transition con-
tract payments, and requires that the owner,
operator, or assignee to notify the Secretary
of such assignment.

Amended section 102(g), in paragraph (6),
directs the Secretary to allow for sharing of
payments made under a market transition
contract among the owners and operators
subject to a contract on a fair and equitable
basis.

Amended section 102(h) establishes an an-
nual payment limitation under a market
transition contract at $50,000 per person dur-
ing any fiscal year and instructs the Sec-
retary to issue regulations defining the term
‘person’ which shall conform, to the extent
practicable, to the regulations defining such
term issued under section 1001 of the Food
Security Act of 1985. The Secretary is fur-
ther instructed to ensure that contract pay-
ments issued to corporations and other per-
sons described in section 1001(5)(B)(i)(II) of
such Act comply with the attribution re-
quirements specified in paragraph (5)(C) of
such section.

Amended section 102(i), in paragraph (1),
authorizes the Secretary to terminate a mar-
ket transition contract if an owner or opera-
tor violates the farm’s conservation compli-
ance plan or wetland protection require-
ments. Upon termination, the owner or oper-
ator forfeits future payments and must re-
fund payments received during the period of
the violation, with interest as determined by
the Secretary.

Amended section 102(i), in paragraph (2),
provides that, if the Secretary determines
that the nature of the violation does not
warrant termination of the contract as pro-
vided in paragraph (1), the Secretary may—

(A) require a partial refund with interest
thereon; or

(B) adjust future contract payments.

Amended section 102(i), in paragraph (3),
prohibits the Secretary from requiring re-
payments from an owner or operator if farm-
land which is subject to the contract is fore-
closed upon and the Secretary determines
that forgiving such repayments is appro-
priate in order to provide fair and equitable
treatment. This authority does not void the
responsibilities of such owner or operator if
the owner or operator continues or resumes
control or operation of the property subject
to the contract, and in effect reinstate the
contract.

Amended section 102(i), in paragraph (4),
provides that a determination by the Sec-
retary under this subsection shall be consid-
ered as an adverse decision for purposes of
review by the National Appeals Division
under subtitle H of title II of the Federal
Crop Insurance Reform and Department of
Agriculture Reorganization Act of 1994.

Amended section 102(j), in paragraph (1),
provides for transfers of land subject to a
market transition contract. Upon a transfer,
a contract is automatically terminated un-
less the transferee agrees to assume all obli-
gations under the contract. A transferee may
request modifications to a contract before
assuming it, if the modifications are consist-
ent with the objectives of this section as de-
termined by the Secretary.

Amended section 102(j), in paragraph (2),
authorizes the Secretary to issue regulations
regarding contract payments in instances in
which an owner or operator dies, becomes in-
competent, or is otherwise unable to receive
a contract payment.

Amended section 102(k), in paragraph (1),
establishes planting flexibility provisions on
land subject to a market transition contract.
Crops which can be grown include—

(A) rice, upland cotton, feed grains, and
wheat;

(B) any oilseed;
(C) any industrial or experimental crop

designated by the Secretary;
(D) mung beans, lentils, and dry peas; and
(E) any other crop, except any fruit or veg-

etable crop (including potatoes and dry edi-
ble beans) not covered by subparagraph (D),
unless such fruit or vegetable crop is des-
ignated by the Secretary as—

(i) an industrial or experimental crop; or
(ii) a crop for which no substantial domes-

tic production or market exists.
Amended section 102(k) in paragraph (2),

authorizes the Secretary to prohibit the
planting of any crop specified in paragraph
(1) on acreage on the farm subject to the
market transition contract.

Amended section 102(k), in paragraph (3),
directs the Secretary to make a determina-
tion each crop year of the commodities that
may not be planted pursuant to this sub-
section and make available a list of such
commodities.

Amended section 102(k), in paragraph (4),
provides that, in lieu of planting crops, own-
ers and operators may devote all or part of
the eligible farmland subject to a contract to
conserving uses in accordance with regula-
tions issued by the Secretary.

Amended section 102(k), in paragraph (5),
allows for haying and grazing of eligible
farmland subject to a contract, except that
haying and grazing is not permitted during
the 5-month period designated by the State
Committee established under section 8(b) of
the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allot-
ment Act between April 1 and October 31st of
each year. The Secretary may permit unlim-
ited haying and grazing on eligible farmland
in cases of a natural disaster, and may not
exclude irrigated or irrigable acreage not
planted in alfalfa when exercising such natu-
ral disaster authority.

Amended section 102(l) provides that mar-
ket transition contracts are legally binding.

Amended section 102(m) directs the Sec-
retary to carry out this section through the
Commodity Credit Corporation, except that
no funds of the Corporation shall be used for
any salary or expense of any officer or em-
ployee of the Department of Agriculture in
connection with the administration of mar-
ket transition payments or loans under this
subtitle.

Amended section 102(n) authorizes the Sec-
retary to issue such regulations as are nec-
essary to implement this section.

Subsection (b). Conforming amendments

Subsection (b) amends sections
107B(c)(1)(E), 105B(c)(1)(E), 103B, 101B(c), and
205(c) of the Agricultural Act of 1949 so that
such sections are applicable only through
the 1995 crop year (with respect to certain
payments etc.), and section 509 of such Act
only until January 1, 1996.

Section 1103.—Availability of nonrecourse mar-
keting assistance loans for wheat, feed
grains, cotton, rice, and oilseeds

Subsection (a). Nonrecourse loans available

Section 1103(a) amends the Agricultural
Act of 1949 by inserting after section 102 a
new section 102A which establishes a
nonrecourse marketing assistance loan for
certain crops.

New section 102A(a), in paragraph (1), di-
rects the Secretary to make nonrecourse
marketing assistance loans available to eli-
gible producers of wheat, feed grains, upland
cotton, extra long staple cotton, rice, and
oilseeds for each of the 1996 through 2002
crops of such commodities under terms and
conditions prescribed by the Secretary at a
loan rate calculated under 102A(c). Such
loans shall have a term of nine months, and
may not be extended by the Secretary.

New section 102A(b) directs the Secretary
to announce the loan rate for each commod-
ity not later than the start of the marketing
year for such commodity.

New section 102A(c), in paragraph (1), es-
tablishes the loan rate for each commodity
at 70 percent of the simple average price re-
ceived by producers during the marketing
years for the immediately preceding five
crops (a rolling average).

New section 102A(c), in paragraph (2), di-
rects the Secretary to reduce the loan rate of
a commodity for a marketing year if the
Secretary estimates that the market price
for a commodity is likely to be less than
loan rate calculated under paragraph (1).

New section 102A(c), in paragraph (3), in-
structs the Secretary to determine the five-
year simple average price received by pro-
ducers, excluding the highest and lowest
years.

New section 102A(d) provides that, if the
Secretary determines that the market price
of a commodity falls below the lower of: (1)
the loan rate; or (2) the adjusted loan rate
set under paragraph (2), the Secretary shall
allow such loan to be repaid at such market
price. This subsection does not apply to mar-
keting assistance loans for extra long staple
cotton, rye or oilseeds.

New section 102A(e) authorizes the Sec-
retary to make such adjustments in the an-
nounced loan rate for a commodity as the
Secretary determines appropriate to reflect
differences in grade, type, quality, location,
and other factors.

New section 102A(f), in paragraph (1), pro-
vides that, in the case of a marketing assist-
ance loan for a crop of wheat, feed grains (ex-
cept rye), upland cotton, or rice, only a pro-
ducer whose land on which the crop is raised
is subject to a market transition contact
shall be eligible for a marketing assistance
loan.
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New section 102A(f), in paragraph (2), pro-

vides that, in the case of a marketing assist-
ance loan for a crop of extra long staple cot-
ton, rye or oilseeds, any producer shall be el-
igible for a marketing assistance loan except
as provided in subsection (d).

New section 102A(g) provides that the Sec-
retary may not make payments to producers
to cover storage charges incurred in connec-
tion with marketing assistance loans.

New section 102A(h), in paragraph (1), de-
fines ‘feed grains’ to mean corn, grain sor-
ghums, barley, oats, and rye; and in para-
graph (2), defines ‘oilseeds’ to mean soy-
beans, sunflower seed, rapeseed, canola, saf-
flower, flaxseed, mustard seed, and, if des-
ignated by the Secretary, other oilseeds.

New section 102A(i) authorizes the Sec-
retary to issue such regulations as are nec-
essary to carry out this section.

Subsection (b). Repeal of current adjustment
authority

Subsection (b) repeals section 403 of the
Agricultural Act of 1949, relating to loan
rate adjustment authority.
Section 1104.—Reform of payment limitation

provisions of Food Security Act of 1985

Subsection (a). Attribution of payments made
to corporations and other entities

Subsection (a) amends paragraph (5)(C) of
section 1001 of the Food Security Act of 1985
relating to payments made to corporations
and other entities.

Amended section 1001(5)(C), in clause (i),
directs the Secretary, in the case of pay-
ments to corporations and other entities de-
scribed in section 1001(B)(i)(II), to attribute
payments to individuals in proportion to
their ownership interests in the corporation
or entity receiving the payment, or in any
other corporation or entity that has a sub-
stantial beneficial interest in the corpora-
tion or entity actually receiving the pay-
ment. The provisions of this subparagraph
shall apply to individuals who hold or ac-
quire, directly or through another corpora-
tion or entity, a substantial beneficial inter-
est in the corporation or entity actually re-
ceiving the payment.

Amended section 1001(5)(C), in clause (ii),
directs the Secretary, in the case of pay-
ments to corporations and other entities de-
scribed in section 1001(B)(i)(II), to also at-
tribute payments to any State (or political
subdivision or agency thereof) or other cor-
poration or entity that has a substantial
beneficial interest in the corporation or en-
tity actually receiving the payment in pro-
portion to their ownership interests in the
corporation or entity receiving the payment.
The provisions of this subparagraph shall
apply even if the payments are also attrib-
utable to individuals under clause (i).

Amended section 1001(5)(C), in clause (iii),
provides that for purposes of subparagraph
(C), ‘substantial beneficial interest’ means
not less than five percent of all beneficial in-
terests in the corporation or entity actually
receiving the payment, except that the Sec-
retary may set a lower percentage in order
to ensure that the provisions of this section
and the scheme or device provisions in sec-
tion 1001B are not circumvented.

Subsection (b). Tracking of payments
Subsection (b) amends paragraph (3) of sec-

tion 1001(A(a) to provide that each entity or
individual receiving payments as a separate
person shall notify each individual or other
entity that acquires or holds a substantial
beneficial interest in it of the requirements
and limitations of section 1001(A)(a). Each
such entity or individual receiving payments
shall provide to the Secretary, at such times
and in such manner as prescribed by the Sec-
retary, the name and social security number
of each individual, or the name and taxpayer

identification number of each entity, that
holds or acquires a substantial beneficial in-
terest.

Subsection (c). Conforming amendment
Subsection (c) amends paragraph (2) of sec-

tion 1001(A)(a) to provide that, for purposes
of subsection 1001A(a), ‘substantial beneficial
interest’ has the meaning given such term in
amended section 1001(5)(C)(iii).
Section 1105.—Suspension of certain provisions

regarding program crops
Section 1105 suspends provisions of perma-

nent law relating to commodity programs
for the 1996 through 2002 crop years.

Subsection (a). Wheat
Subsection (a) suspends: (1) sections 331

through 339, 379b, 379c (relating to wheat
crops for 1996 through 2002); (2) sections 379d
through 379j of the Agricultural Adjustment
Act of 1938 (applicable to wheat processors or
exporters from June 1, 1996 through May 31,
2003); (3) the joint resolution entitled ‘‘a
joint resolution relating to corn and wheat
marketing quotas under the Agricultural Ad-
justment Act of 1938, as amended’’ (applica-
ble to the 1996 through 2002 crops of wheat);
and (4) section 107 of the Agricultural Act of
1949 with respect to the wheat crops of 1996
through 2002.

Subsection (b). Feed grains
Subsection (b) suspends 105 of the Agricul-

tural Act of 1949 with respect to the 1996
through 2002 crops of feed grains.

Subsection (c). Cotton
Subsection (c) suspends sections 342, 343,

344, 345, 346, and 377 of the Agricultural Ad-
justment Act of 1938 and section 103(a) of the
Agricultural Act of 1949 with respect to the
1996 through 2002 crops of upland cotton.
SUBTITLE B—MILK AND THE PRODUCTS OF MILK

Chapter 1—Authorization of Market Transi-
tion Payments in Lieu of Milk Price Sup-
port Program

Section 1201.—Seven year market transition con-
tracts for milk producers

Section 1201 amends the Agricultural Act
of 1949 by replacing section 204, and conform-
ing sections 201(a) and 301 accordingly.

Subsection (a). Contracts authorized
Subsection (a) replaces existing section 204

of the Agricultural Act of 1949 with the fol-
lowing new provisions.

New section 204(a) authorizes the Sec-
retary to enter into market transition con-
tracts with milk producers in which a pro-
ducer would agree to continue compliance
with any government animal waste regula-
tions and any wetlands protection require-
ments applicable to the producer’s operation
in exchange for seven market transition pay-
ments. A milk producer is defined as any
person that was engaged in the production of
milk on September 15, 1995, and that had re-
ceived a payment during the 45-day period
prior to that date for cows’ milk marketed
for commercial use.

New section 204(b) requires that contracts
be entered not later than April 15, 1996, and
that they shall extend through December 31,
2001.

New section 204(c) requires the Secretary
to provide an estimate of payments antici-
pated under the market transition contract
at the time the contract is entered.

New section 204(d) provides that the first
payment under a market transition contract
be made on April 15, 1996, or as soon there-
after as practicable. Subsequent payments
would occur on October 15 of fiscal years 1997
through 2002.

New section 204(e) establishes the following
payment schedule and payment rates: April
15, 1996 (10 cents/cwt); October 15, 1996 (15
cents/cwt); October 15, 1997 (13 cents/cwt); Oc-

tober 15, 1998 (11 cents/cwt); October 15, 1999
(9 cents/cwt); October 15, 2000 (7 cents/cwt);
and October 15, 2001 (5 cents/cwt).

New section 204(f) requires the Secretary
to determine the historic annual milk pro-
duction, expressed in hundredweights (cwt)
of milk, for each milk producer on the basis
of the producer’s milk checks or other
records of commercial marketings of milk
acceptable to the Secretary. If a producer
has produced milk for at least three calendar
years, the producer’s historic annual milk
production will be the average hundred-
weight of milk marketed during the three
highest production years from 1991–1995. If a
producer has produced milk for less than
three calendar years, the producer’s historic
annual milk production will be the
annualized average of the monthly quantity
of milk marketed by the producer during the
period in which the producer has produced
milk.

New section 204(g) provides that a produc-
er’s payment in any fiscal year will be equal
to the payment rate in effect for that fiscal
year times the producer’s historic annual
milk production.

New section 204(h) provides that market
transition contracts with milk producers are
freely assignable, but that the Secretary
may require notice of any assignment of a
contract.

New section 204(i) permits the Secretary to
terminate or adjust the market transition
contract of a milk producer if the producer
fails to comply with animal waste regula-
tions or wetlands protection requirements.
The Secretary is required to make a deter-
mination regarding violations of animal
waste management regulations in consulta-
tion with appropriate State governmental
authorities. If the Secretary determines that
a termination is appropriate, the producer
forfeits all rights to future payments and is
further required to refund any payment re-
ceived after the producer was notified of the
violation. If the Secretary determines that
the violation does not warrant termination,
the Secretary may require the producer to
refund any payment received after the pro-
ducer was notified of the violation and may
make adjustments in the amount of future
payments otherwise required under the con-
tract.

New section 204(j) provides that market
transition contracts are legally binding.

Subsection (b). Continued operation of exist-
ing program through 1995

Subsection (b) provides that the dairy
price support program under existing section
204 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 continues
in operation through December 31, 1995 at
which time it is terminated. Producers that
are entitled to a refund of their 1995 budget
reconciliation assessment (i.e., their market-
ings of milk in calendar year 1995 did not ex-
ceed their markings of milk in calendar year
1994) will receive those refunds from CCC
funds rather than from assessments on pro-
ducers in 1996.

Subsection (c). Conforming repeal of general
authority to provide price support for milk

Subsection (c) conforms sections 201(a) and
301 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 to elimi-
nate milk from the designated and undesig-
nated nonbasic agriculture commodities for
which the Secretary has general authority to
provide price support.
Section 1202.—Recourse loans for commercial

processors or dairy products
Section 1201 amends the Agricultural Act

of 1949 by replacing section 424 with the fol-
lowing.

New section 424(a) authorizes the Sec-
retary to make recourse loans available to
commercial processors of cheddar cheese,



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of RemarksE 2016 October 24, 1995
butter and nonfat dry milk dairy products to
assist those processors in assuring price sta-
bility for the dairy industry.

New section 424(b) provides that loans are
to be made available at 90% of the reference
for a product and at established CCC interest
rates.

New section 424(c) provides that loans may
not extend beyond the end of the fiscal year
in which they are made, except that the Sec-
retary may extend a loan for an additional
period not to exceed the next fiscal year.

New section 424(d) defines the reference
price for cheddar cheese as the average price
for 40 pound blocks of cheddar cheese on the
National Cheese Exchange for previous three
months, for butter as the average price for
butter on the Chicago Mercantile Exchange
for butter for the previous three months, and
for nonfat dry milk as the Western States
price for nonfat dry milk for the previous
three months.

Chapter 2—Dairy Export Programs

Section 1211.—Dairy Export Incentive Program

Section 1211 amends section 153(c) of the
Food Security Act of 1985 to make the fol-
lowing revisions in the Dairy Export Incen-
tive Program (DEIP).

Subsection (a). In general

Subsection (a) requires the Secretary to
use the DEIP program to export the maxi-
mum allowable quantities of U.S. dairy prod-
ucts consistent with the obligations of the
United States as a member of the World
Trade Organization, minus the quantity sold
under section 1163 of the Food Security Act
of 1985 during that year, except to the extent
that such volume would exceed the limita-
tions on value set forth in subsection (f).

Subsection (b). Sole discretion

Subsection (b) establishes that the Sec-
retary of Agriculture exercises sole discre-
tion over the DEIP program.

Subsection (c). Market development

Subsection (c) authorizes the Secretary to
include an amount for the development of
world markets for U.S. dairy products in the
payment rate for DEIP.

Subsection (d). Maximum allowance amounts

Subsection (d) limits the Secretary’s use of
money and commodities for the DEIP pro-
gram in any year to the maximum amount
consistent with the obligations of the United
States as a member of the World Trade Orga-
nization minus the amount expended under
section 1163 of the Food Security Act of 1985
during that year.

Subsection (e). Conforming amendment

Subsection (e) extends the operations of
the DEIP program through the year 2002.

Section 1212.—Authority to assist in establish-
ment and maintenance of export trading
company

Section 1212 authorizes the Secretary of
Agriculture to assist the United States dairy
industry in establishing and maintaining an
export trading company under the Export
Trading Company Act of 1982 to facilitate
the international market development for an
exportation of U.S. dairy products.

Section 1213.—Standby authority to indicate en-
tity best suited to provide international mar-
ket development and export services

Section 1213 provides standby authority for
the Secretary of Agriculture to indicate
which entity, autonomous of the U.S. gov-
ernment, is best suited to provide inter-
national market development and export
services to the U.S. dairy industry and to as-
sist that entity in identifying sources of
funding for its activities.

Subsection (a). Indication of entity best suited
to assist in the international development
for and export of United States dairy
products

Subsection (a) provides that, in the event
that (1) the U.S. dairy industry does not es-
tablish an export trading company, or (2) the
quantity of exports of U.S. dairy products
during the period July 1, 1996–June 30, 1997
does not exceed the quantity of exports of
U.S. dairy products during the period July 1,
1995–June 30, 1996 by 1.5 billion pounds (milk
equivalent), the Secretary is directed to in-
dicate which entity autonomous of the U.S.
government is best suited to facilitate the
international market development for and
exportation of U.S. dairy products.

Subsection (b). Funding of export activities
Subsection (b) requires the Secretary to

assist the entity chosen by the Secretary in
subsection (a) in identifying sources of fund-
ing for its activities from within the dairy
industry and elsewhere.

Subsection (c). Application of section
Subsection (c) limits the Secretary’s au-

thority to engage in the activities specified
in section 1213 to the period between July 1,
1997 and September 30, 2000.
Section 1214.—Study and report regarding po-

tential impact of Uruguay Round on prices,
income and Government purchases

Subsection (a). Study
Subsection (a) directs the Secretary of Ag-

riculture to perform a study of the potential
impact of new access cheese imports under
the Uruguay Round on U.S. milk prices,
dairy producer income, and the cost of Fed-
eral dairy programs.

Subsection (b). Report
Subsection (b) directs the Secretary to re-

port the results of the study conducted under
subsection (a) to the Committees on Agri-
culture of the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives not later than September 30,
1996.

Subsection (c). Rule of construction
Subsection (c) provides that any restric-

tion on the conduct or completion of studies
or reports to Congress shall not apply to this
study unless section 1216 is explicitly ref-
erenced by that restriction.

Chapter 3—Dairy Promotion Programs
Section 1221.—Research and promotion activities

under Fluid Milk Promotion Act of 1990
The following sections of the Fluid Milk

Promotion Act of 1990 (subtitle H of title
XIX of Public Law 101–624) are amended.

Subsection (a). Extension of order
Subsection (a) amends section 1999O to

eliminate the automatic termination of any
order issued under the Act on December 31,
1996.

Subsection (b). Definition of research
Subsection (b) amends section 1999C to ex-

pand the definition of research to include re-
search that would lead to the expansion of
sales of fluid milk products, the development
of new products and new product character-
istics, and improved technology in the pro-
duction, manufacturing and processing of
milk and the products of milk.

Subsection (c). Conforming amendments re-
garding marketing orders

Subsection (c) amends section 1999J to con-
form the Fluid Milk Promotion Act to
amendments made in chapter 4 of this sub-
title which eliminate the Federal milk mar-
keting order program.

Subsection (d). Clarification of referendum re-
quirements

Subsection (d) amends sections 1999N and
1999O to clarify the referendum requirements

of the Fluid Milk Promotion Act which were
inadvertently impacted by amendments
made to the Act in 1993 which altered the
definition of ‘‘fluid milk processor’’. Any fu-
ture order issued under the Act must now be
approved by the affirmative votes of fluid
milk processors representing 60 percent or
more of the volume of fluid milk products
marketed by all fluid milk processors voting
in the referendum before it can be imple-
mented.
Section 1222.—Expansion of Dairy Promotion

Program to cover dairy products imported
into the United States

Section 1222 amends the Dairy Production
Stabilization Act of 1983 to extend the as-
sessment for generic research and promotion
on U.S. dairy producers to imported dairy
products.

Subsection (a). Declaration of policy
Subsection (a) amends section 110(b) to in-

clude imported dairy products among those
items upon which an assessment for generic
dairy promotion is levied.

Subsection (b). Definitions
Subsection (b) amends section 111 to alter

the definitions of ‘‘milk’’, ‘‘dairy products’’,
‘‘research’’, and ‘‘United States’’ and to add
definitions of ‘‘importer’’ and ‘‘exporter’’ to
facilitate the extension of the dairy pro-
motion assessment to imported dairy prod-
ucts, including casein.

Subsection (c). Membership of board
Subsection (c) amends section 113(b) to ex-

pand the membership of the National Dairy
Promotion and Research Board from 36 to 38
members to include one importer and one ex-
porter as members.

Subsection (d). Assessment
Subsection (d) amends section 113(g) to

place an assessment on imported dairy prod-
ucts equal to 1.2 cents per pound of total
milk solids in such products or 15 cent per
hundred weight of milk in such products,
whichever is less. Importers of dairy prod-
ucts will be entitled to the same credit for
contributions to State or regional promotion
or nutrition programs to which domestic
producers are entitled.

Subsection (e). Records
Subsection (e) amends section 113(k) to re-

quire importers to maintain such records
and make such reports as the Secretary de-
termines are appropriate to the administra-
tion or enforcement of the promotion pro-
gram.

Subsection (f). Termination or suspension of
order

Subsection (f) amends section 116(b) to in-
clude importers among those eligible to vote
on the suspension or termination of any
order issued under the Act.
Section 1223.—Promotion of United States dairy

products in international markets through
Dairy Promotion Program.

Section 1223 amends section 113(e) of the
Dairy Production Stabilization Act of 1983 to
require that the budget of the National
Dairy Promotion and Research Board during
each of the fiscal years from 1996 and 2000
shall provide for the expenditure of not less
than 10 percent of anticipated revenues
available to the Board on the development of
international markets for, and the pro-
motion within such markets of, U.S. dairy
products.
Section 1224.—Issuance of amended order under

Dairy Production Stabilization Act of 1983
Section 1224 establishes the following pro-

cedure to implement the amendments re-
quired by sections 1222 and 1223 to the dairy
products promotion and research order is-
sued under the Dairy Production Stabiliza-
tion Act of 1983.
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Subsection (a). Implementation of amend-

ments
Subsection (a) requires the Secretary to

issue an amended dairy products promotion
and research order reflecting the amend-
ments in sections 1222 and 1223, and no other
changes to the order in existence on the date
of enactment of this Act.

Subsection (b). Proposal of amended order
Subsection (b) directs the Secretary to

publish a proposed order reflecting the
amendments in sections 1222 and 1223 not
later than 60 days following the enactment
of this Act, and shall provide notice and an
opportunity for public comment on the pro-
posed order.

Subsection (c). Issuance of amended order
Subsection (c) provides that, following no-

tice and an opportunity for public comment,
the Secretary shall issue a final dairy prod-
ucts promotion and research order.

Subsection (d). Effective date
Subsection (d) requires the final dairy

products promotion and research order to be
issued and become effective not later than
120 days following the publication of the pro-
posed order.

Subsection (e). Referendum on amendments
Subsection (e) amends section 115 of the

Dairy Production Stabilization Act of 1983 to
direct the Secretary to conduct a referendum
of producers and importers not later than 36
months after the issuance of the final order
reflecting the amendments required by sec-
tions 1222 and 1223 for the sole purpose of de-
termining whether those amendments shall
be continued.

Chapter 4—Verification of Milk Receipts
Section 1231.—Program to verify milk receipts

Section 1231 creates a new subsection (l) in
section 204 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 to
establish a program to verify receipts of
milk and audit marketing agreements and
other contracts for the marketing and re-
ceipt of milk between producers and han-
dlers.

Subsection (a). Establishment of verification
program

Subsection (a) provides that, under new
section 204(l)(1), the Secretary shall establish
a program through which the verification of
receipts of all cow’s milk marketed commer-
cially in the contiguous 48 States and the au-
diting of marketing agreements with respect
to receipts of such milk can be accom-
plished. The Secretary shall prescribe regu-
lations to implement the verification pro-
gram.

New section 204(l)(2) requires the program
to provide a means by which: (1) processors,
associations of producers and other engaged
in the handling of milk and milk products
file reports with the Secretary regarding re-
ceipts of milk, prices paid for milk, and the
purposes for which milk was used by han-
dlers, (2) authorized deductions from pay-
ments to producers, including assessments
for research and promotion programs, are
collected, (3) assurance of payment by han-
dlers for milk is achieved, and (4) the re-
ports, records, and facilities of handlers are
reviewed and verified. The Secretary shall
publish statistics regarding receipts, prices
and uses of milk. Statistics published by the
Secretary are to include information on pay-
ments received by producers for milk on a
component basis. The expenses associated
with the collection and publication of such
statistics are to be paid by handlers. Such
assessments shall not exceed the total ex-
penses of the Secretary.

New section 204(l)(3) directs that the pro-
gram shall further provide a means by which
the weighing, sampling, and testing of milk

purchased from producers is accomplished
and verified. Cooperative Marketing Associa-
tions may continue to provide such services
for their members. The cost of providing
such marketing services shall be paid by pro-
ducers. Such assessments shall not exceed
the total cost of the services.

New section 204(l)(4) authorizes producer
and associations of producers to negotiate
and enter into marketing agreements or
other private contracts with handlers for the
marketing or receipt of milk. Upon request,
the Secretary may audit an agreement or
contract to assure compliance with its
terms. The Secretary is to be reimbursed for
any costs associated with an audit.

New section 204(l)(5) provides that no mar-
keting agreement or government regulations
applicable to milk or its products in any
marketing area or jurisdiction shall prohibit
or in any manner limit the marketing in
that area of any milk or product of milk pro-
duced in any production area in the United
States.

New section 204(l)(6) mandates that, effec-
tive July 1, 1996, the verification program
shall supersede any Federal milk marketing
order issued under section 8c of the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act, reenacted with
amendments by the Agricultural Marketing
Agreement Act of 1937 with respect to milk
or the products of milk.

Subsection (b). Time for issuance

Subsection (b) requires the Secretary to
issue final regulations implementing the ver-
ification program not later than July 1, 1996.

Subsection (c). Process

Subsection (c) provides that the Secretary
shall issue proposed regulations not later
than April 1, 1996, and shall provide for a
comment period on the proposed regulations
not to exceed 60 days nor extend past May 31,
1996.

Section 1232.—Verification program to supersede
multiple existing Federal orders

Section 1232 provides that the verification
program established by section 1231 will su-
persede existing Federal milk marketing or-
ders by making the following amendments to
the Agricultural Adjustment Act, reenacted
with amendments by the Agricultural Mar-
keting Agreement Act of 1937.

Subsection (a). Termination of milk marketing
orders

Subsection (a) terminates existing Federal
milk marketing orders by striking para-
graphs (5) and (18) of section 8c.

Subsection (b). Prohibition on subsequent or-
ders regarding milk

Subsection (b) conforms paragraph (2) of
section 8c to remove milk from the list of
commodities for which the Secretary has
general authority to issue marketing orders.

Subsection (c). Conforming amendments

Subsection (c) makes conforming amend-
ments to section 2(3), 8c(6), 8c(7)(B), 8c(11)(B),
8c(13)(A), 8c(17), 8d(2), 10(b)(2), and 11.

Subsection (d). Effective date

Subsection (d) provides that the amend-
ments made by section 1232 are effective on
July 1, 1996.

Chapter 5—Miscellaneous Provisions Related
to Dairy

Section 1241.—Extension of transfer authority
regarding military and veterans hospitals

The authority of the Secretary to transfer
dairy commodities to military and veterans
hospitals in extended through 2002.

Section 1242.—Extension of Dairy Indemnity
Program

The Dairy Indemnity Program is extended
until 2002.

Section 1243.—Extension of report regarding ex-
port sales of dairy products

The requirement that the Secretary report
on export sales of dairy products is extended
through 2002.
Section 1244.—Status of producer-handlers

The legal status of producer-handlers is
not altered or otherwise affected by the pro-
visions of this subtitle.

SUBTITLE C—OTHER COMMODITIES

Section 1301.—Extension and modification of
price support and quota programs for pea-
nuts

Section 1301 amends section 108B of the Ag-
ricultural Act of 1949 and part VI of subtitle
B of title III of the Agricultural Adjustment
Act of 1938, which are currently effective
only for the 1991 through 1997 crops of pea-
nuts, by extending such section and part
through the 2002 crops of peanuts.

Subsection (a). Extension of price support pro-
gram

Subsection (a) amends subsections (a)(1),
(b)(1), (g)(1), (g)(2)(A), and (h) of section 108B
of the Agricultural Act of 1949 by extending
such price support, marketing assessment,
and reporting provisions for quota and addi-
tional peanuts through the 2002 crops of pea-
nuts.

Subsection (b). Changes to price support pro-
gram

This subsection amends section 108B of the
Agricultural Act of 1949 by making changes
in the price support provisions of such sec-
tion.

Amended section 108B(a), in paragraph (2),
establishes a national average quota support
rate for the 1996 through 2002 crops of quota
peanuts at $610 per ton. Section 1301(b)(1)(B)
provides that such amendment does not af-
fect the loan rate in effect for the 1995 crop
of quota peanuts.

Amended section 108B(a), in new paragraph
(4), provides that the Secretary shall reduce
the support rate by 15 percent for any pro-
ducer on a farm who had available to the
producer an offer from a handler to purchase
quota peanuts from the farm at a price equal
to or greater than the applicable quota sup-
port rate (and redesignates existing para-
graphs (4) and (5) as paragraphs (5) and (6).

Amended subsection 108B(d)(2) provides
that losses in quota area pools shall be cov-
ered using the following sources in the fol-
lowing order of priority:

(A) the proceeds due any producer from
any pool shall be reduced by the amount of
losses incurred on transfers of peanuts from
an additional loan pool to a quota loan pool
by such producer under section 358–1(b)(8) of
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938;

(B) further losses in a quota pool shall be
offset by reducing the gain of any producer
in such pool by the amount of pool gains to
the same producer from the sale of addi-
tional peanuts for domestic and export edible
use;

(C) the Secretary shall use marketing as-
sessment funds collected from growers under
subsection (g) (except funds attributable to
handlers) to offset further losses in area
quota pools (any such unused assessment
funds shall be transferred to the Treasury);

(D) further losses in area quota pools,
other than losses incurred as a result of
transfers from additional loan pools to quota
loan pools under section 358–1(b)(8), shall be
offset by any gains or profits from quota
pools in other production areas (not includ-
ing separate type pools established for Va-
lencia peanuts produced in New Mexico) as
the Secretary provides by regulation; and (E)
any further losses in an area quota pool (not
covered by subparagraphs A, B, C and) shall
be covered by an increase in the marketing
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assessment imposed by the Secretary, but
such increase in an assessment shall only
apply to quota peanuts in such pool.

Subsection (c). Extension of national pound-
age quota

Subsection (c) amends subsections (a)(3),
(b)(1)(A), (b)(1)(B), (b)(2)(A) and (C), (b)(3)(A),
and (f) of section 358–1, subsection (c) of sec-
tion 358b, subsection (d) of section 358c, and
subsection (i) of section 358e of part VI of
subtitle B of title III of the Agricultural Ad-
justment Act of 1938 by extending such sub-
sections through the 2002 marketing year.

Subsection (d). Prioritized quota reductions
Subsection (d) amends section 358–

1(b)(2)(C) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act
of 1938 Act to provide a priority method for
allocating decreases in poundage quota.

Amended section 358–1(b(2)(C) provides
that if the poundage quota apportioned to a
State under section 358–1(a)(3) is decreased,
rather than apply the decrease to all farms
in the State, such decrease shall be first be
allocated among farms in the following
order:

(i) farms owned or controlled by munici-
palities, airport authorities, schools, col-
leges, refuges, and other public entities.

(ii) farms for which the quota holder is not
a producer and resides in another State.

(iii) farms for which the quota-holder, al-
though a resident of the State, is not a pro-
ducer.

(iv) other farms described in the first sen-
tence of this subparagraph.

Subsection (e). Elimination of quota floor
Subsection (e) amends section 358–1(a)(1) of

the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 by
eliminating the 1,350,000 ton minimum na-
tional poundage quota.

Subsection (f). Spring and fall transfers with-
in a State

Subsection (f) amends section 358b(a)(1) of
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 re-
lating to farm poundage quota transfer.

Amended section 358b(a), in paragraph (1),
allows farm poundage quota to be sold or
leased, either before or after the normal
planting season, to any other owner or oper-
ator of a farm in the same State. Current
provisions requiring 90 percent of a farm’s
basic quota to be planted or considered
planted before a fall (or after the normal
planting season) transfer is allowed are
maintained.

Subsection (g). Transfers in counties with
small quota

Subsection (g) amends section 358b(a) of
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 by
adding a new paragraph (4) which authorizes
the sale, lease or other transfer of farm
poundage quota at any time to any other
farm within a State if the county in which
the transferring farm is located was less
than 10,000 tons of national poundage quota
for the preceding year’s crop. Current au-
thority regarding quota transfers to other
self-owned farms in paragraph 2 and trans-
fers in States with less than 10,000 tons of
quota in paragraph (3) is maintained.

Subsection (h). Undermarketings
Subsection (h) amends section 358–1(b) of

the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 by
deleting paragraphs (8) and (9) relating to in-
creases in farm poundage quota based on
undermarketings in previous marketing
years (and adds conforming amendments).

Subsection (i). Limitation of payments for dis-
aster transfer

Section (i) amends section 358–1(b) of the
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 by add-
ing a new paragraph (8) relating to disaster
transfer authority.

Amended section 358–1(b), in a new para-
graph (8), provides that additional peanuts

on a farm from which the quota poundage
was not harvested and marketed because of
drought, flood, or any other natural disaster,
may be transferred to the quota loan pool,
under certain conditions, except that such
peanuts shall be supported at a total of not
more than 70 percent of the quota support
rate, for the marketing years in which such
transfers occur, and such transfers shall not
exceed 25 percent of the total farm quota
pounds, including pounds transferred in the
fall.

Subsection (j). Temporary quota allocation
Subjection (j) amends section 358–1(b)(2) of

the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 by
deleting the current subparagraph (B) relat-
ing to allocation of increased quota in Texas
and inserting a new subparagraph (B) au-
thorizing temporary increases in quota based
on seed use.

Amended section 358–1(b)(2), in subpara-
graph (B), provides that, for the 1996 through
2002 marketing years, a temporary quota al-
location for the marketing year only in
which the crop is planted, equal to the num-
ber of pounds of seed peanuts planted for the
farm that shall be made to the producers for
the 1996 through 2002 marketing years, in ad-
dition to the normal farm poundage quota
established under section 358–1. Subpara-
graph (B) also provides that there is no
change in the requirement regarding the use
of quota and additional peanuts established
by section 359a(b) of the Agriculture Adjust-
ment Act of 1938. A conforming amendment
deletes the word ‘‘seed’’ from subsection
(a)(1) relating to the establishment of na-
tional poundage quotas.

Subsection (k). Suspension of marketing
quotas and acreage allotments

Subsection (k) suspends subsections (a)
through (j) of section 358, subsections (a)
through (h) of section 358a, subsections (a),
(b), (d) and (e) of section 358d, part I of sub-
title C of title III, and section 371 of the Ag-
ricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 relating to
the suspension of marketing quotas and
acreage allotments for the 1996 through 2002
crops of peanuts.

Subsection (l). Extension of reporting and rec-
ordkeeping requirements

Subsection (l) amends section 373(a) of the
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 by ex-
tending the recordkeeping requirements of
such section to the 1996 through 2002 crops of
peanuts.

Subsection (m). Suspension of certain price
support provisions

Subsection (m) suspends section 101 of the
Agricultural Act of 1949 related the author-
ity of the Secretary to provide price supports
for any crop at a level not in excess of 90 per
centum of the parity price of the commodity
for the 1996 through 2002 crops of peanuts.
Section 1302.—Availability of loans for processor

of sugar cane and sugar beets

Subsection (a). Sugar loans
Subsection (a) amends section 206 of the

1949 Act to provide loans for the 1996 through
2002 crops of domestically grown sugarcane
and sugar beets.

Amended subsection 206(a) sets the loan
rate for raw cane produced from domesti-
cally grown sugarcane crops, subject to the
authority of the Secretary to reduce loans as
provided in subsection (c), at the 1995 level.

Amended subsection 206(b) sets the loan
rate for refined beet sugar produced from do-
mestically grown sugar beet crops, subject to
the authority of the Secretary to reduce
loans as provided in subsection (c), at the
1995 level.

Amended subsection 206(c)(1) requires the
Secretary to reduce the loan rate specified in
subsections (a) and (b) if the Secretary deter-

mines that negotiated reductions in export
subsidies provided for sugar of the European
Union and other major sugar exporting coun-
tries in the aggregate exceed the commit-
ments made as part of the Agreement on Ag-
riculture. Amended subsection 206(c) also
provides that the Secretary shall not reduce
the loan rate under subsections (a) and (b)
below a rate that provides domestic sugar a
competitive measure of support to that pro-
vided by the European Union and other sugar
exporting countries based on the provisions
of Agreement on Agriculture, section
101(d)(2) of the Uruguay Round Agreements
Act.

Amended subsection 206(d) provides for the
Secretary to carry out the section through
the use of recourse loans for sugar. However,
it also provides that during any fiscal year
in which the tariff rate quota (TRQ) for im-
ports of sugar into the U.S. is set, or in-
creased to, a level that exceeds the loan
modification threshold, the Secretary is di-
rected to carry out this section by making
nonrecourse loans (previously made recourse
loans are to be modified by the Secretary
into nonrecourse loans). The ‘‘loan modifica-
tion threshold’’, for sugar for purposes of the
subsection, means 1,257,000 short tons raw
value for fiscal years 1996 and 1997, and for
subsequent fiscal years, 103 percent of the
loan modifications threshold for the previous
fiscal year. If the Secretary is required to
make nonrecourse loans (or modify recourse
loans) under this subsection during a fiscal
year, the Secretary is to obtain from proc-
essors adequate assurances that such proc-
essors will provide appropriate minimum
payments to producers as set by the Sec-
retary. Not later than September 1, of each
fiscal year, the Secretary shall announce the
loan modification threshold that shall apply
for the subsequent fiscal year.

Amended 206(e) provides that for three
month loans, which can be extended for addi-
tional three-month periods, except that a
loan may not be extended beyond nine
months nor extended beyond the end of the
fiscal year (September 30). Processors may
terminate a loan and redeem the collateral
at any time by paying all principal, interest,
and any applicable fees.

Amended subsection 206(f) directs the Sec-
retary to use the funds, facilities, and au-
thorities of the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion in carrying out this section.

Amended subsection 206(g) requires first
processors of raw cane sugar to CCC non-
refundable marketing assessment for each
pound of raw cane sugar equal to 1.5 percent
of the loan rate, while first processors of
sugar beets are to remit to CCC a marketing
assessment of 1.6083 percent of the loan rate
for raw cane sugar, during fiscal year 1996
through 2003 on all marketings. Assessments
are to be collected on a monthly basis, ex-
cept that any inventory which has not been
marketed by September 30 of a fiscal year
shall be assessed at that point, except that
the latter sugar shall not be assessed later
when it is marketed. any person who fails to
remit the assessment is liable for a penalty
based on the quantity of the sugar involved
in the violation times the applicable loan
rate at the time of violation. ‘‘Market’’ is de-
fined in paragraph (6) to mean to sell or oth-
erwise dispose of in commerce (including the
movement of raw cane sugar into the refin-
ing process in the case of integrated proc-
essor and refiner) and deliver to a buyer.

Amended subsection 206(h) requires proc-
essors and refiners must report such infor-
mation to the Secretary as is required in
order to administer the program. A penalty
applies for failure to report and the Sec-
retary is required to make monthly reports
on pertinent sugar production, etc. data.
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Amended subsection 206(i) requires the

Secretary to estimate, each year on a quar-
terly basis, the domestic demand for sugar
which shall be equal to domestic consump-
tion, plus adequate carryover stocks, minus
carry-in-stocks. Quarterly reestimates are to
be made by the Secretary at the beginning of
each of the second through fourth quarters.

Amended subsection 206(j) authorizes the
Secretary to issue such regulations as are
necessary to implement this section.

Subsection (b). Effect on existing loans for
sugar

Subsection (b) provides that the amend-
ments made to section 206 of the Agricul-
tural Act of 1949 by subsection (a), above,
shall not affect loans made before the date of
enactment of this Act for the 1991 through
1995 crops of sugarcane and sugar beets.

Subsection (c). Termination of marketing
quotas and allotments

Subsection (c) repeals Part VII of subtitle
B of title III of the Agricultural Adjustment
Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1359aa–1359jj) relating to
marketing quotas and allotments.
Section 1303.—Repeal of obsolete authority for

price support for cottonseed and cottonseed
products

Section 301(b) of the Disaster Assistance
Act of 1988 is amended by striking paragraph
(1) and section 420 of the Agriculture Act of
1949 is repealed.

SUBTITLE D—MISCELLANEOUS PROGRAM
CHANGES

Section 1401.—Limitation on assistance under
Emergency Livestock Feed Assistance Pro-
gram

This section amends section 609 of the
Emergency Livestock Feed Assistance Act of
1988 by striking subsections (c) and (d) and
inserting a new subsection (c) to provide
that no person may receive benefits attrib-
utable to lost product of a fee commodity if
catastrophic insurance protection or
noninsured crop disaster assistance is avail-
able to the person under the Federal Crop In-
surance Act.
Section 1402.—Conservation Reserve Program

Subsection (a). Limitations on acreage enroll-
ments

Subsection (a) in paragraph (1) amends sec-
tion 1231(d) of the Food Security Act of 1985
to limit the total number of acres authorized
to be enrolled in the Conservation Reserve
Program to 36,400,000 acres, and paragraph (2)
amends section 727 if the Agriculture, Rural
Development, Food and Drug Administra-
tion, and Related Agencies Appropriations
Act, 1996 by striking the priviso relating to
the enrollment of new acres beginning in cal-
endar year 1997.

Subsection (b). Optional contract termination
by producers

Subsection (b) amends section 1235 of the
Food Security Act of 1985 by adding a new
subsection (e).

New subsection (e), in paragraph (1), pro-
vides that an owner or operator of land en-
rolled under a conservation reserve contract
may terminate the contract upon written
notice to the Secretary.

New subsection (e), in paragraph (2), pro-
vides that the cancellation shall become ef-
fective 60 days after the owner or operator
submits written notice under paragraph (1).

New subsection (e), in paragraph (3), pro-
vides that when a contract is terminated be-
fore the end of a fiscal year, the annual pay-
ment shall be prorated accordingly.

New subsection (e), in paragraph (4), pro-
vides that a contract termination under this
section does not affect the future eligibility
of an owner or operator to submit a subse-
quent bid to enroll in the conservation re-
serve program.

New subsection (e), in paragraph (5), pro-
vides that, if land is returned to production
of an agricultural commodity upon termi-
nation of a contract under this section, the
Secretary cannot impose conservation re-
quirements on such lands which are more on-
erous than the requirements imposed on
other lands.

Subsection (c) Limitation on rental rates

Subsection (c) amends section 1234(c) of
the Food Security Act of 1985 by adding a
new paragraph (5), which limits rental rates
for contracts that are extended, or new con-
tracts covering land that was previously en-
rolled in the conservation reserve program,
not to exceed 75 percent of the annual rental
payment under the previous contract.

Section 1403—Crop insurance

Subsection (a). Conversion of catastrophic
risk protection program to voluntary pro-
gram

Subsection (a) amends section 508(b)(7) of
the Federal Crop Insurance Act by redesig-
nating current subparagraph (B) as (C) and
inserting a new subparagraph (B) that pro-
vides that catastrophic risk protection may
be declined, beginning with the spring-plant-
ed 1996 crops and in any subsequent crop
years, and remain eligible for a market tran-
sition contract or marketing assistance loan,
the conservation reserve program or any
benefit described in section 371 of the Con-
solidated Farm and Rural Development Act
as long as the producer agrees in writing to
waive any eligibility for emergency crop loss
assistance with respect to losses for which
the producer declines to obtain catastrophic
risk protection.

Subsection (b). Delivery of voluntary cata-
strophic protection

Subsection (b) amends section 508(b)(4) of
the Federal Crop Insurance Act by inserting
new subparagraphs (C) and (D).

Amended section 508(b)(4), in new subpara-
graph (C), provides that, if mandatory par-
ticipation is not required, the Secretary will
no longer have the option of delivering cata-
strophic risk protection coverage for agricul-
tural crops and all such risk protection poli-
cies written by the Department prior to that
date will be transferred, along with all fees
collected, to the private sector for all service
and loss adjustment functions.

Amended section 508(b)(4), in new subpara-
graph (D), provides that the Federal Crop In-
surance Corporation (FCIC) must consult
with approved insurance providers in devel-
oping a plan to ensure that each producer of
an insured crop has the option to be served
by an approved insurance provider if insur-
ance is available for that crop in the county,
and the FCIC shall report to the Committee
on Agriculture of the House of Representa-
tives and the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry of the Senate by May 1,
1996, regarding the implementation of such
plan.

Subsection (c). Establishment of the Office of
Risk Management

Subsection (c) amends the Department of
Agriculture Reorganization Act of 1994 by in-
serting after section 226 a new section 226A.

New section 226A(a) directs the Secretary
to establish and maintain an independent Of-
fice of Risk Assessment within the Depart-
ment.

New section 226A(b) provides that such of-
fice shall have jurisdiction over:

(1) the supervision of FCIC.
(2) administration and oversight of all as-

pects of all programs authorized by the Fed-
eral Crop Insurance Act;

(3) any pilot or other programs involving
revenue insurance, risk management, sav-
ings accounts, or the use of the futures mar-

ket to manage risk and support farm income
that may be established under the FCIC Act
or other law; and

(4) such other functions as the Secretary
considers appropriate.

New section 226A(c) provides that the Of-
fice shall be headed by an Administrator who
shall be appointed by the Secretary, and that
the Administrator shall also serve as the
Manager of FCIC.

New section 226A(d), in paragraph (1), au-
thorizes the consolidation of the human re-
sources, public affairs, and legislative affairs
functions of the Office of Risk Management
under the Under Secretary of Agriculture for
Farm and Foreign Agricultural Services.

New section 226A(d), in paragraph (2), di-
rects the Secretary to provide human and
capital resources to the Office of Risk Man-
agement sufficient to enable the Office to
carry out its functions in a timely and effi-
cient manner.

New section 226A(d), in paragraph (3), pro-
vides that not less than $88,500,000 of the fis-
cal year 1996 appropriation provided for the
salaries and expenses of the Consolidated
Farm Services Agency shall be provided to
the Office of Risk Management for its sala-
ries and expenses.

Subsection (d), Reconfiguration of board of
directors

Subsection (d) amends section 505 of the
Federal Crop Insurance Act by making
changes in the composition and functions of
the FCIC Board of Directors.

Amended section 505(a) vests the manage-
ment of FCIC in a Board of Directors subject
to the general supervision of the Secretary.

Amended section 505(b)(1) provides that the
Board shall consist of the manager of FCIC,
the Under Secretary of Agriculture for Farm
and Foreign Agricultural Services, one per-
son who is an officer or employee of an ap-
proved insurance provider, one person who is
a licensed crop insurance agent, and one per-
son who is experienced in the reinsurance
business not otherwise employed by the Fed-
eral Government, and four active producers
who are not otherwise employed by the Fed-
eral Government. The Secretary shall not
serve as a member of the Board.

Amended section 505(b)(2) provides that in
appointing the 4 active producers the Sec-
retary shall ensure that 3 such members are
policyholders from different geographic
areas of the U.S. with diverse agricultural
interests. The fourth active producer may
also be a policyholder and shall be a person
who receives a significant portion of crop in-
come from crops covered by the
noninsurance crop disaster assistance pro-
gram established in section 519 of the Fed-
eral Crop Insurance Act.

Amended section 505(c) provides for the ap-
pointment, terms, and succession of mem-
bers of the Board. The Administrator of the
Office of Risk Management shall serve as the
Manager of the FCIC. Terms of office shall
be for 3 years except for the first term which
will provide for different expiring terms. A
member may serve after expiration of his or
her term until a successor is appointed.

Amended section 505(d) provides that five
of the Board members in office shall con-
stitute a quorum for the transaction of busi-
ness.

Amended section 505(e) provides that the
powers of the Board to execute the functions
of FCIC shall be impaired at any time there
are not six members of the Board in office,
which shall also serve to impair the powers
of the Manager to act under any delegation
of power provided in subsection (g).

Amended section 505(f)(1) provides that
members of the Board who are employees of
USDA shall not be further compensated, but
may be allowed travel and subsistence ex-
penses outside of Washington, D.C.
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Amended section 505(f)(2) provides that

members of the Board who are not Federal
Government employees shall be compensated
as the Secretary determines, except that
such compensation shall not exceed a level V
of the Executive Schedule under section 5316
of title 5, United States Code. Actual nec-
essary traveling and subsistence expenses
are also authorized and are to be paid out of
the insurance fund established in section
516(c).

Amended section 505(g) provides that the
Manager of FCIC shall also be its chief exec-
utive officer, with such power as the Board
may confer.

Section 1404.—Repeal of the Farmer Owned Re-
serve Program

Subsection (a). Repeal

Subsection (a) of this section repeals the
Farmer Owned Reserve Program authorized
by section 110 of the Agricultural Act of 1949.

Subsection (b). Effect of repeal on existing
loans

Subsection (b) clarifies that the repeal of
the Farmer Owned Reserve Program under
this section does not affect the validity or
terms and conditions of any extended price
support loan provided under such program
before the date of enactment of this Act.

Section 1405.—Reduction in funding levels for
export enhancement program

Section 301(e)(1) of the Agricultural Trade
Act of 1978 is amended so as to limit the
amount of the CCC funds or commodities
available for the Export Enhancement Pro-
gram as follows: $400,000,000 for fiscal years
1996 and 1997; $500,000,000 for fiscal year 1998;
$550,000,000 for fiscal year 1999, $579,000,000 for
fiscal year 2000; and $478,000,000 for fiscal
years 2001 and 2002 (not more than $500,000
was provided for fiscal year 1995).

Section 1406.—Business Interruption Insurance
Program

Subsection (a). Establishment of program

Subsection (a) directs that not later than
December 31, 1996, the Secretary is to estab-
lish a Business Interruption Insurance Pro-
gram that allows a producer of a program
crop to obtain revenue insurance coverage in
case of loss of revenue for a program crop.
The Secretary is authorized to determine the
nature and extent of such a program includ-
ing the manner of determining the amounts
of indemnity to be paid.

Subsection (b). Report on progress and pro-
posed expansion

Subsection (b) provides that the Secretary
must submit data to the Commission on 21st
Century Production Agriculture established
under Subtitle E by January 1, 1998, regard-
ing the results of the program through Octo-
ber 1, 1997. The Secretary shall also make
recommendations to the Commission about
how to best offer a revenue insurance pro-
gram to agricultural producers in the future,
at one or more levels of coverage, that—(1) is
in addition to or in lieu of, catastrophic and
higher levels of crop insurance, (2) is offered
through reinsurance arrangements with pri-
vate companies, (3) is actuarially sound, and
(4) requires the payment of premiums and
administrative fees by participating produc-
ers.

Subsection (c). Programs crop defined

Subsection (c) defines program crop to
mean wheat, corn, grain sorghums, oats, bar-
ley, upland cotton, or rice.

SUBTITLE E—COMMISSION ON 21ST CENTURY
PRODUCTION AGRICULTURE

Section 1501—Establishment

This section establishes a commission to
be known as the ‘‘Commission on 21st Cen-
tury Production Agriculture.’’

Section 1502.—Composition

Subsection (a). Membership and appointment

Subsection (a) of this section requires that
the Commission be composed of eleven mem-
bers: three members appointed by the Presi-
dent; four members appointed by the Chair-
man of the Committee on Agriculture of the
House of Representatives (in consultation
with the ranking minority member); and
four members appointed by the Chairman of
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition,
and Forestry of the Senate (in consultation
with the ranking minority member).

Subsection (b). Qualifications

Subsection (b) establishes the qualifica-
tions required of the persons appointed to
the Commission. At least one member ap-
pointed by each the President, the Chairman
of Committee on Agriculture of the House of
Representatives, and the Chairman of the
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry of the Senate shall be an individual
who is primarily involved in production agri-
culture. All other members appointed to the
Commission must have knowledge and expe-
rience in agriculture production, marketing,
finance, or trade.

Subsection (c). Term of members; vacancies

Subsection (c) requires that the appoint-
ment to the Commission be for the life of the
Commission. It also directs that a vacancy
on the Commission shall not affect the Com-
mission’s power and shall be filled in the
same manner as the original appointment.

Subsection (d). Time for appointment; first
meeting

Subsection (d) requires that the members
of the Commission be appointed no later
than October 1, 1997 and that the Commis-
sion convene its first meeting 30 days after
six members of the Commission have been
appointed.

Subsection (e). Chairman

Subsection (e) requires that the chairman
of the Commission be designated jointly by
the Chairman of the Committee on Agri-
culture of the House of Representatives and
the Chairman of the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the Sen-
ate from among the members of the Commis-
sion.

Section 1503.—Comprehensive review of past
and future of production agriculture

Subsection (a). Initial review

Subsection (a) of this section requires the
Commission to conduct a comprehensive re-
view of changes in the condition of produc-
tion agriculture in the United States subse-
quent to the date of enactment of this Act
and the extent to which such changes are the
result of the changes made by this Act. This
review shall include: (1) the assessment of
the initial success of market transition con-
tracts in supporting the economic viability
of farming in the United States; (2) the as-
sessment of the food security situation in
the United States in the areas of trade,
consumer prices, international competitive-
ness of United States production agriculture,
food supplies, and humanitarian relief; (3) an
assessment of the changes in farm land val-
ues and agricultural producer incomes; (4) an
assessment of the regulatory relief for agri-
cultural producers that has been enacted and
implemented, including the application of
cost/benefit principles in the issuance of ag-
ricultural regulations; (5) an assessment of
the tax relief for agricultural producers that
has been enacted in the form of capital gains
tax reductions, estate tax exemptions, and
mechanisms to average tax loads over high
and low-income years; (6) an assessment of
the effect of any Government interference in
agricultural export markets, such as the im-

position of trade embargoes, and the degree
of implementation and success of inter-
national trade agreements; and (7) the as-
sessment of the likely effect of the sale,
lease, or transfer of farm poundage quota for
peanuts across State lines.

Subsection (b). Subsequent review
Subsection (b) requires the Commission to

conduct a comprehensive review of the fu-
ture of production agriculture in the United
States and the appropriate role of the Fed-
eral Government in support of production
agriculture. This review shall include: (1) an
assessment of changes in the condition of
production agriculture in the United States
since the initial review under subsection (a);
(2) an identification of the appropriate fu-
ture relationship of the Federal Government
with production agriculture after 2002; and
(3) an assessment of the manpower and infra-
structure requirements of the Department of
Agriculture necessary to support the future
relationship of the Federal Government with
production agriculture.

Subsection (c). Recommendations
Subsection (c) requires that the Commis-

sion develop specific recommendations for
legislation to achieve the appropriate future
relationship of the Federal Government with
production agriculture identified under sub-
section (a)(2).
Section 1504—Reports

Subsection (a). Report on initial review
Subsection (a) of this section requires that

by June 1, 1998, the Commission submit a re-
port containing the results of the initial re-
view to the President, the Committee on Ag-
riculture of the House of Representatives,
and the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri-
tion, and Forestry of the Senate.

Subsection (b). Report on subsequent review
Subsection (b) requires that not later than

January 1, 2001, the Commission submit a re-
port containing the results of the subsequent
review conducted under section 1503(b) to the
President, the Committee on Agriculture of
the House of Representatives, and the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry of the Senate.
Section 1505.—Powers

Subsection (a). Hearings
Subsection (a) of this section authorizes

the Commission to conduct hearings, take
testimony, receive evidence, and act in a
manner the Commission considers appro-
priate to carry out the purposes of this Act.

Subsection (b). Assistance from other agencies
Subsection (b) authorizes the Commission

to secure directly from any department or
agency of the Federal Government any infor-
mation necessary to carry out its duties
under this title. The head of such depart-
ment or agency shall furnish information re-
quested by the chairman of the Commission,
to the extent permitted by law.

Subsection (c). Mail
Subsection (c) authorizes the Commission

to use the United States mails in the same
manner and under the same conditions as
the departments and agencies of the Federal
Government.

Subsection (d). Assistance from Secretary
Subsection (d) requires that the Secretary

of Agriculture shall provide appropriate of-
fice space and reasonable administrative and
support services available to the Commis-
sion.
Section 1506.—Commission procedures

Subsection (a). Meetings
Subsection (a) of this section requires that

the Commission meet on a regular basis. The
frequency of such meeting shall be deter-
mined by the chairman or a majority of its
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members. Additionally, the Commission
must meet upon the call of the chairman or
a majority of the members.

Subsection (b). Quorum

Subsection (b) provides that a majority of
the members of the Commission must be
present to produce a quorum for transacting
the business of the Commission.

Section 1507.—Personnel matters

Subsection (a). Compensation

Subsection (a) of this section provides that
members of the Commission serve without
compensation, but are allowed travel ex-
penses when engaged in the performance of
Commission duties, including a per diem in
lieu of subsistence, as authorized by section
5703 of title 5, United States Code.

Subsection (b). Staff

Subsection (b) provides that the Commis-
sion shall appoint a staff director. The staff
director’s basic rate of pay shall not exceed
that rate provided for under section 5376 of
title 5 United States Code. The Commission
may appoint such professional and clerical
personnel as may be reasonable and nec-
essary to enable the Commission to carry
out its duties without regard to the provi-
sions governing appointments in the com-
petitive service, title 5, United States Code,
and provisions relating to the number, clas-
sification, and General Schedule rates in
chapter 51 and subchapter III of chapter 53 of
title 5 or any other provision of law. No em-
ployee appointed by the Commission (other
than the staff director) may be compensated
at a rate exceeding the maximum rate appli-
cable to level 15 of the General Schedule.

Subsection (c). Detailed personnel

Subsection (c) authorizes the head of any
department or agency of the Federal Govern-
ment to detail, without reimbursement, any
personnel of such department or agency to
the Commission to assist the Commission in
carrying out its duties. The detail of any
such personnel may not result in the inter-
ruption or loss of civil service status or
privilege of such personnel.

Section 1508.—Termination of commission

This section provides that the Commission
shall terminate upon the issuance of its final
report required by section 1504.

COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION

The Committee on Agriculture met, pursu-
ant to notice, on September 20, 1995, a
quorum being present, to consider Rec-
ommendations to the Budget Committee for
Title I—Committee on Agriculture—with re-
spect to the Reconciliation Bill for Fiscal
Year 1996, and other pending business.

The Chairman called the meeting to order
at 9:30 a.m. and after finishing the first item
of business, offered a statement concerning
the Committee’s budget reconciliation re-
sponsibilities. Ranking Minority Member de
la Garza was recognized for a statement also.

The Chairman laid before the Committee
the Chairman’s recommendation for title I—
of what he stated probably would be the first
title of the House Reconciliation Bill—and
stated that such title I would be open for
amendment by subtitle.

Thereafter, the Chairman proposed to take
up the two substitute amendments (de la
Garza-Rose-Stenholm, and Emerson-Com-
best) before beginning the amendment proc-
ess.

At that point Mr. de la Garza was recog-
nized to speak on the de la Garza-Rose-Sten-
holm amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute and to control the time for the Mi-
nority to speak on the substitute. A sum-
mary was then provided to the Members.

After considerable discussion on the de la
Garza-Rose-Stenholm Substitute, a vote was

requested by Mr. de la Garza. By a roll call
vote of 22 yeas to 25 nays, the de la Garza-
Rose-Stenholm Substitute was not adopted.
See Roll Call Vote No. 1.

Mr. Emerson was then recognized to offer
the Emerson-Combest EnBloc Amendment
(also known as a Substitute) and a summary
of the Substitute was provided to the Mem-
bers.

Mr. Allard asked that the record indicate
whether the total Emerson-Combest package
had been scored by CBO. Mr. Combest noted
that the exact number had not been scored,
but that provisions similar to those in the
Emerson-Combest bill (H.R. 2330) have re-
ceived preliminary scores. It was also noted
that whatever final package came from the
Committee would have to receive final scor-
ing from CBO.

Discussion occurred on the parliamentary
procedures by which a reconciliation bill
would proceed to the Budget Committee, the
Rules Committee, and to the House Floor.
Chairman Roberts clarified the procedures
which would occur if the Committee did not
meet its budget obligations.

Mr. Lewis asked about the tobacco provi-
sions in the Emerson-Combest Substitute
which he had not seen before, and the Chair-
man asked for an explanation of the provi-
sions. Mr. Ewing indicated that there should
be some review by the Subcommittee on
Risk Management and Specialty Crops on
the tobacco provisions included in the Sub-
stitute.

Discussion also occurred on the dairy pro-
visions of the Emerson-Combest Substitute.
By a recorded vote of 23 yeas to 26 nays, the
Emerson-Combest Substitute was not adopt-
ed. See Roll Call Vote No. 2.

Mr. Volkmer was recognized and requested
unanimous consent for all debate on the
Volkmer dairy amendment and all amend-
ments thereto end at 5:00 p.m. Chairman
Roberts indicated he would make every ef-
fort to honor the request.

Mr. Volkmer then offered an amendment,
the Dairy Policy Act of 1995, and presented a
brief description. After much discussion, the
Volkmer amendment was not adopted by a
vote of 22 yeas to 25 nays and 2 present. See
Roll Call Vote No. 3.

Mr. Smith was then recognized to offer and
explain an amendment on behalf of himself
and Mr. Lewis, the Dairy Act of 1995. A sum-
mary was provided to Members. Discussion
occurred and by a voice vote, the Smith-
Lewis amendment failed. Mr. Smith re-
quested a roll call vote, but an insufficient
number of Members were in favor of a roll
call vote, so the roll call vote was not or-
dered.

Mr. Ewing was then recognized to discuss
the peanut and sugar provisions contained in
Subtitle C. Brief discussion occurred, and
Mr. Everett was recognized to offer an
amendment concerning peanut temporary
quota allocation. Mr. Ewing indicated that
he would accept the amendment.

Chairman Roberts called for a vote on the
Everett amendment, and by a voice vote, the
amendment was adopted.

Mr. Foley was then recognized to offer an
amendment regarding sugar that would re-
place the original five-year average loan
modification threshold with a loan modifica-
tion threshold set at 103% of imports for the
previous year and would eliminate provisions
to grant import licenses to cane refiners for
imports above the GATT minimum level.
After discussion, the amendment was adopt-
ed, by a voice vote.

Mr. Smith was recognized to offer an
amendment regarding the accumulation and
storage of sugar by the Federal Government.
Representatives from the Department of Ag-
riculture addressed what was presently being
implemented regarding the No Net Cost

Sugar Provisions and the sugar price support
program using nonrecourse loans. Further
discussion occurred, and without objection,
Mr. Smith withdrew his amendment to pur-
sue the matter at a more appropriate time.

Mr. Allard was then recognized to offer an
amendment regarding reduction of USDA bu-
reaucracy to signal his displeasure with the
Department for misleading statements made
by Department officials at a hearing held on
February 15 relating to State water rights
and Departmental policy that permits the
Forest Service to take water allocated for
urban, suburban and rural uses for another
purpose.

Chairman Roberts assured Mr. Allard that
he had discussed the matter with Secretary
Glickman and that the Secretary had indi-
cated that he would address the issue. With
assurances of the Chair to work with him in
resolving this issue, Mr. Allard, without ob-
jection, withdrew his amendment.

Mr. Dooley was recognized to offer an
amendment regarding recourse marketing
loans and marketing deficiency payments for
wheat as market-based alternative to the
contract provisions in the Freedom to Farm
Act. Discussion occurred and by a voice vote
the Dooley amendment failed.

Mr. Hostettler was recognized to offer an
amendment concerning crops which may be
grown instead of program crops on what was
formerly known as crop base acreage. Dis-
cussion occurred and at the request of the
Chairman, Mr. Hostettler, without objection,
withdrew his amendment with the under-
standing that the issue would be considered
in the farm bill.

Mr. Barrett was recognized to engage in a
colloquy with Counsel regarding limitations
on forage planting relative to subsection (k)
Planning Flexibility of the Chairman’s
Mark. After further discussion, Mr. Barrett
chose not to offer his amendment.

Mr. Minge was then recognized and indi-
cated that he had planned to offer an amend-
ment which would extend the current pro-
gram into the 1996 crop year so that farmers
could be assured of what type of program
they would have during the 1996 crop year.
Chairman Roberts assured Mr. Minge that he
shared his concern and wanted to expedite
the process so that producers would know
the government program for the 1996 crop
year.

Mr. Smith was recognized and indicated
that he had intended to offer an amendment
regarding limitation on rental rates under
the Conservation Reserve Program, but that
he would just bring it to the attention of the
Committee that this provision may need to
be addressed. Mr. Allard and the Chairman
indicated they would work with Mr. Smith
during farm bill deliberations to address his
concerns.

Mrs. Clayton was then recognized and indi-
cated that she had two amendments. One
amendment concerned housing assistance to
rural communities, which likely would be
ruled out of order, so she would just raise the
issue and not offer the amendment. The sec-
ond amendment concerned water and waste
grants and loans for rural communities. Dis-
cussion occurred on the appropriate commit-
tee of jurisdiction and discretionary and
mandatory funding accounts. After discus-
sion, Mrs. Clayton requested a vote, and by
a show of hands 25 yeas to 15 nays, the
amendment was adopted However, the Chair-
man stated that in his opinion the amend-
ment was subject to a point-of-order and he
would probably object to its inclusion at the
Rules Committee.

Mr. Gunderson moved that the Committee
favorably report its recommendations for
title I—Agriculture to the Committee on the
Budget for insertion in the Reconciliation
Bill. Mr. Emerson requested a rollcall vote.
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In anticipation of a less than majority vote,
Congressman Gunderson requested that his
vote be changed from yea to nay, and by a
recorded vote of 22 yeas to 27 nays, the Gun-
derson motion was not adopted. See Roll Call
Vote No. 4.

After a brief recess, the Chairman an-
nounced that the Committee had come to no
resolution on the Reconciliation bill and
that the meeting was adjourned, subject to
the call of the Chair.

On September 28, 1995, the Committee on
Agriculture met to conclude the Commit-
tee’s Reconciliation Recommendations.

Chairman Roberts advised the Committee
that the motion to favorably report the
Committee on Agriculture’s Reconciliation
Recommendations had failed on a vote of 22
yeas to 27 nays, and that he would send a let-
ter to the Chairman of the Budget Commit-
tee and the Speaker advising them that the
Committee had come to no resolution of this
matter as directed in the instructions to this
committee contained in House Concurrent
Resolution 67, the Concurrent Resolution on
the Budget for FY 1996.

The Chairman also indicated the authority
of the House Rules Committee in those in-
stances where a standing committee fails to
submit recommended changes to the Com-
mittee on the Budget.

The meeting adjourned, subject to the call
of the Chair.

ROLLCALL VOTES

In compliance with clause 2(l)(2)(B) of rule
XI of the House of Representatives, the Com-
mittee sets forth the record of the following
rollcall votes taken with respect to consider-
ation of the recommendations regarding the
Reconciliation Bill for Fiscal Year 1996:

ROLLCALL NO. 1

Summary: Substitute Amendment.
Offered by: Mr. de la Garza, Mr. Rose and

Mr. Stenholm.
Results: Failed by a rollcall vote: 22 yeas/

25 nays.
Yeas: Cong. de la Garza, Cong. Brown,

Cong. Rose, Cong. Stenholm, Cong. Volkmer,
Cong. Johnson, Cong. Condit, Cong. Peter-
son, Cong. Dooley, Cong. Clayton, Cong.
Minge, Cong. Hilliard, Cong. Pomeroy, Cong.
Holden, Cong. McKinney, Cong. Baesler,
Cong. Thurman, Cong. Bishop, Cong. Thomp-
son, Cong. Farr, Cong. Pastor, Cong.
Baldacci.

Nays: Cong. Emerson, Cong. Gunderson,
Cong. Combest, Cong. Allard, Cong. Barrett,
Cong. Boehner, Cong. Ewing, Cong.
Goodlatte, Cong. Pombo, Cong. Canady,
Cong. Everett, Cong. Lucas, Cong. Lewis,
Cong. Baker, Cong. Crapo, Cong. Calvert,
Cong. Chenoweth, Cong. Hostettler, Cong.
Bryant, Cong. Latham, Cong. Cooley, Cong.
Foley, Cong. Chambliss, Cong. LaHood,
Cong. Roberts, Chairman.

ROLLCALL VOTE NO. 2

Summary: EnBloc (Substitute) Amend-
ment.

Offered by: Mr. Emerson and Mr. Combest.

Results: Failed by a rollcall vote: 23 yeas/
26 nays.

Yeas: Cong. Emerson, Cong. Combest,
Cong. Baker, Cong. Bryant, Cong. Chambliss,
Cong. de la Garza, Cong. Brown, Cong. Rose,
Cong. Stenholm, Cong. Volkmer, Cong.
Condit, Cong. Dooley, Cong. Clayton, Cong.
Hilliard, Cong. Holden, Cong. McKinney,
Cong. Baesler, Cong. Thurman, Cong. Bishop,
Cong. Thompson, Cong. Farr, Cong. Pastor,
Cong. Baldacci.

Nays: Cong. Gunderson, Cong. Allard,
Cong. Barrett, Cong. Boehner, Cong. Ewing,
Cong. Doolittle, Cong. Goodlatte, Cong.
Pombo, Cong. Canady, Cong. Smith, Cong.
Everett, Cong. Lucas, Cong. Lewis, Cong.
Crapo, Cong. Calvert, Cong. Chenoweth,
Cong. Hostettler, Cong. Latham, Cong.
Cooley, Cong. Foley, Cong. LaHood, Cong.
Johnson, Cong. Peterson, Cong. Minge, Cong.
Pomeroy, Cong. Roberts, Chairman.

ROLL CALL VOTE NO. 3
Summary: Dairy Policy Act.
Offered by: Mr. Volkmer.
Results: Failed by a roll call vote: 22 yeas/

26 nays/2 present.
Yeas: Cong. Emerson, Cong. Everett, Cong.

Chambliss, Cong. de la Garza, Cong. Rose,
Cong. Stenholm, Cong. Volkmer, Cong. John-
son, Cong. Condit, Cong. Dooley, Cong. Clay-
ton, Cong. Hilliard, Cong. Pomeroy, Cong.
Holden, Cong. McKinney, Cong. Baesler,
Cong. Thurman, Cong. Bishop, Cong. Thomp-
son, Cong. Farr, Cong. Pastor, Cong.
Baldacci.

Nays: Cong. Gunderson, Cong. Combest,
Cong. Allard, Cong. Barrett, Cong. Boehner,
Cong. Ewing, Cong. Doolittle, Cong.
Goodlatte, Cong. Pombo, Cong. Canady,
Cong. Lucas, Cong. Baker, Cong. Crapo,
Cong. Calvert, Cong. Chenoweth, Cong.
Hostettler, Cong. Bryant, Cong. Latham,
Cong. Cooley, Cong. Foley, Cong. LaHood,
Cong. Brown, Cong. Peterson, Cong. Minge,
Cong. Roberts, Chairman.

Present: Cong. Smith, Cong. Lewis.
ROLL CALL VOTE NO. 4

Summary: Gunderson motion to favorably
report Recommendations for Title I—Agri-
culture to the Committee on the Budget for
Reconciliation.

Offered by: Mr. Gunderson.
Results: Failed by a roll call vote: 22 yeas/

27 nays.
Yeas: Cong. Allard, Cong. Barrett, Cong.

Boehner, Cong. Ewing, Cong. Doolittle, Cong.
Goodlatte, Cong. Pombo, Cong. Canady,
Cong. Smith, Cong. Everett, Cong. Lucas,
Cong. Lewis, Cong. Crapo, Cong. Calvert,
Cong. Chenoweth, Cong. Hostettler, Cong.
Bryant, Cong. Latham, Cong. Cooley, Cong.
Foley, Cong. LaHood, Cong. Roberts, Chair-
man.

Nays: Cong. Emerson, Cong. Gunderson,
Cong. Combest, Cong. Baker, Cong.
Chambliss, Cong. de la Garza, Cong. Brown,
Cong. Rose, Cong. Stenholm, Cong. Volkmer,
Cong. Johnson, Cong. Condit, Cong. Peter-
son, Cong. Dooley, Cong. Clayton, Cong.
Minge, Cong. Hilliard, Cong. Pomeroy, Cong.

Holden, Cong. McKinney, Cong. Baesler,
Cong. Thurman, Cong. Bishop, Cong. Thomp-
son, Cong. Farr, Cong. Pastor, Cong.
Baldacci.

BUDGET ACT COMPLIANCE (SECTION 308 AND
SECTION 403)

The provisions of clause 2(l)(3)(B) of Rule
XI of the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives and section 308(a) of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 (relating to estimates of
new budget authority, new spending author-
ity, or new credit authority, or increased or
decreased revenues or tax expenditures) are
not considered applicable. The estimate and
comparison required to be prepared by the
Director of the Congressional Budget Office
under clause 2(l)(C)(3) of Rules XI of the
Rules of the House of Representatives and
section 403 of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974 submitted to the staff of the Budget
Committee prior to the filing of this report
are as follows:

MEMORANDUM

To: Wayne Struble.
From: Dave Hull and Craig Jagger, Congres-

sional Budget Office.
Subject: Agriculture reconciliation propos-

als.
We have determined a preliminary score

for the Agriculture Reconciliation proposals,
as contained in the language drafted on Oc-
tober 12, 1995 (with revisions discussed by
telephone). The estimate is preliminary in
that it has not had full consideration and ap-
proval by our managers, normally accom-
plished when a formal, signed cost estimate
is produced.

The table attached covers changes in di-
rect spending outlays only.

Two lines may require some explanation.
Reimbursements to nongovernmental em-
ployee members of the Board of Directors of
the Federal Crop Insurance Corporation is
set to be made from the Crop Insurance
Fund. This constitutes new direct spending,
but is estimated less than $500,000. Also, the
Secretary is directed to offer a Business
Interruption Insurance Program by Decem-
ber 31, 1996. No real limits in costs are im-
posed on the initial program (although the
1998-and-later program is directed to be ‘‘ac-
tuarially sound’’), so this program could be
implemented in a costly way. It could also be
implemented as a small pilot program, with
premiums carefully set to avoid net costs.
We feel we have no good way of determining
the cost of this provision as currently pro-
posed.

In the dairy sections of the bill, the Sec-
retary is ordered to carry out certain provi-
sions, but is given the authority to collect
assessments (e.g. for milk marketing ver-
ification studies and audits; promotion
referenda; etc.)

The Dairy Indemnity Program is reauthor-
ized, and there are several studies and com-
missions ordered by the bill. We assume
these provisions would only be carried out if
funds are appropriated for those purposes.

CBO COST ESTIMATE OF HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES RECONCILIATION BILL REGARDING AGRICULTURE AND CONSERVATION
[In millions of dollars, by fiscal years]

Section 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 1996–
2002

PRELIMINARY ESTIMATED CHANGES IN DIRECT SPENDING OUTLAYS
1102 Freedom to Farm contracts in lieu of deficiency payments ............................................................................................................ ¥431 ¥361 ¥360 ¥493 ¥751 ¥1554 ¥1544 ¥5494

End cotton stop 2 marketing payments .......................................................................................................................................... ¥132 ¥126 ¥129 ¥127 ¥128 ¥126 ¥131 ¥900
End storage payments to cotton under loan ................................................................................................................................... 0 ¥12 ¥12 ¥12 ¥12 ¥12 ¥12 ¥72

1103 Reform loan programs (set rate at 70% of prices) ........................................................................................................................ ¥65 ¥513 ¥611 ¥644 ¥497 ¥319 ¥206 ¥2904
1101 & 4 $50,000 payment limit, attribute to individuals ............................................................................................................................. ¥34 ¥61 ¥76 ¥75 ¥73 ¥75 ¥75 ¥469

1201 Reform dairy program (replace current purchase system with payments, and assessments) ...................................................... ¥67 ¥46 ¥57 ¥48 ¥70 ¥81 ¥152 ¥511
1301 Reform peanut program (remove quota floor, undermarketings, lower loan rate) ......................................................................... 0 ¥95 ¥59 ¥69 ¥67 ¥66 ¥66 ¥434
1302 Reform sugar program (increased assessments) ............................................................................................................................ ¥8 ¥11 ¥12 ¥12 ¥13 ¥13 ¥13 ¥82
1401 End emergency feed assistance if crop insurance or noninsured disaster assistance is available ............................................. ¥10 ¥60 ¥60 ¥60 ¥60 ¥60 ¥60 ¥370
1402 Cap CRP at 36.4 million acres; cap extension rental rates at 75 percent of existing rates ........................................................ 0 ¥41 ¥139 ¥142 ¥140 ¥144 ¥143 ¥749
1403 End mandatory crop insurance catastrophic coverage ................................................................................................................... ¥10 ¥27 ¥26 ¥28 ¥29 ¥29 ¥29 ¥180

Crop Insurance Board of Directors Funding .................................................................................................................................... (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1)
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CBO COST ESTIMATE OF HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES RECONCILIATION BILL REGARDING AGRICULTURE AND CONSERVATION—Continued

[In millions of dollars, by fiscal years]

Section 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 1996–
2002

1404 End Farmer Owned Reserve ............................................................................................................................................................. 0 ¥17 ¥17 ¥17 ¥18 ¥18 ¥18 ¥105
1405 Cap EEP spending ............................................................................................................................................................................ ¥279 ¥482 ¥281 ¥130 0 0 0 ¥1172
1406 Business Interuption Insurance Program ......................................................................................................................................... (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1)

Total .................................................................................................................................................................................... ¥1016 ¥1851 ¥1851 ¥1857 ¥1858 ¥2501 ¥2508 ¥13442

1 These provisions could have some direct spending impact, but the level is either likely below $500,000, of indeterminate.
Note.—Assumes effective date of November 15, 1996. some estimates would change with later effective date.

INFLATIONARY IMPACT STATEMENT

Pursuant to clause 2(l)(4) of rule XI of the
Rules of the House of Representatives, the
Committee estimates that enactment of the
Chairman’s recommendations of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture with respect to the
reconciliation bill for fiscal year 1996 will
have no inflationary impact on the national
economy.

OVERSIGHT STATEMENT

No summary of oversight findings and rec-
ommendations made by the Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight under
clause 2(l)(3)(D) of rule XI of the Rules of the
House of Representatives was available to
the Committee with reference to the subject
matter specifically addressed by the Chair-
man’s recommendations of the Committee
on Agriculture with respect to the reconcili-
ation bill for fiscal year 1996.

No specific oversight activities other than
the hearings detailed in this report were con-
ducted by the Committee within the defini-
tion of clause 2(b)(1) of rule X of the Rules of
the House of Representatives.

f

SHARING THE PAIN OF
ALZHEIMER’S

HON. SANDER M. LEVIN
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, October 24, 1995

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, on October 18,
1995, the Alzheimer’s Town Meeting in Troy,
MI, will give family members who care for Alz-
heimer’s patients a chance to share with oth-
ers the physical and emotional challenges
they face daily.

They will have the opportunity to learn more
about the options and resources available to
them. And they will be able to share experi-
ences with sympathetic listeners who know
too well the devastation of the disease.

Alzheimer’s does not discriminate. In Amer-
ica, 1 in 10 people know someone suffering
from the disease. In metro Detroit, 60,000
people have Alzheimer’s. Their families know
that caring for an Alzheimer’s patient is a su-
preme challenge. The tireless effort put forth
by caregivers is remarkable and an example
for all.

These caregivers have been called the hid-
den patients of Alzheimer’s, and I agree. I
commend the Alzheimer’s Association for
making this effort available and for raising
consciousness about Alzheimer’s in the metro
Detroit area.

We must continue our fight against this
painful disease. Through research, financial
aid for Alzheimer’s families, and a health care
system that works for Alzheimer’s victims, we
can provide the best possible support for ev-
eryone affected by the ravages of Alzheimer’s.

THE 11TH ANNUAL GREAT LAKES
CONFERENCE ON EXPORTS

HON. TOBY ROTH
OF WISCONSIN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, October 24, 1995

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, on September 15,
I held my 11th Annual Great Lakes Con-
ference on Exports. We had 1,043 attendees,
making this the largest exports conference in
the Midwest.

Our opening speaker this year was C. Mi-
chael Armstrong, chairman and CEO of
Hughes Electronics, and the Chairman of
President Clinton’s Exports Council.

As the chairman of the Trade Subcommittee
of the House International Relations Commit-
tee, I have worked very closely with Mike. His
insights have been invaluable to the commit-
tee as we have tried to increase U.S. exports.

I’d like to share some of those insights with
you today. Following is the text of the address
Mike Armstrong gave at the Exports Con-
ference.

If we are to remain competitive, improve our
balance of trade, and move strongly ahead
into the 21st century, we need to listen to
CEO’s like Mike Armstrong. I urge you all to
take heed of his advice.
THE EXPORT IMPERATIVE: PUBLIC POL-

ICY AND PRIVATE ENTERPRISE FOR THE
NEW CENTURY

(By C. Michael Armstrong, Chairman & CEO,
Hughes Electronics)

Thank you for that very warm Wisconsin
welcome. This conference, drawing so many
high-powered participants not simply from
Wisconsin but from across the Great Lakes
region, is testament to the energies and in-
sight of Congressman Toby Roth. The knowl-
edge and pro-active approach he brings to
the public debate about the market system
and exports is critical to the future of this
country.

Gatherings like this are instructive for an-
other reason as well—as an indicator of the
kind of collective, collaborative, effort we
must have to turn economic opportunity to
advantage. In the context of the local econ-
omy, some of you may be seated down the
row this morning from a competitor. But in
the context of the global economy, even
competitors share a common interest in a
system that permits and promotes economic
opportunity and puts American firms on an
equal footing with companies from other
countries.

The theme of this year’s conference cap-
tures the challenge we face: ‘‘Going global’’
is, quite simply, where the growth is. Compa-
nies, and ultimately countries, that refuse to
recognize this reality, no matter how power-
ful, no matter how well-positioned, are des-
tined to decline. By the same token, even
small companies that grasp this reality will
reap world-class rewards, I’ll say here what I
say to every businessman and Congressman I
speak with: America’s economic destiny is as
an Export Superpower.

For my company, the export imperative is
already the dominant fact of our economic
life: Today, our competition, our customers,
our standard of quality, are all global. I’ve
tried to translate my experiences, at IBM, at
Hughes and as Chairman of the President’s
Export Council into an advocacy of pro-ex-
port policies that will not only define the
growth of our country, but will define the
opportunities and standard of living for our
children and our children’s children.

That’s the mission that shapes my message
this morning: The change in mind-set—in
public policy, and in the private sector—we
need to see for this country to fulfill its eco-
nomic destiny. For this to happen, we must
act on three critical issues: Where govern-
ment policy is hurting us, it has to stop;
where government can help, it has to start;
and where the private sector lacks reach or
competitiveness, it has to change.

If I may, let me start with a snapshot of
the importance of exports to the American
economy. Take the current projections of 21⁄2
percent growth for the U.S. economy—a
steady, but unspectacular rate. Now, com-
pare that 21⁄2 percent to the growth rate for
American exports which is 10 percent plus.
Even during the 1990–91 recession, exports
continued to grow putting a floor under a
downturn I know all of us thought was deep
enough. Each year export growth adds about
$30 billion dollars to our GDP.

Now numbers like that can be distant from
the day-to-day we deal with, they’re almost
unreal: So let me bring it a bit closer to
home—at the average manufacturing wage
nationwide, export growth, each year, is
good for 1 million new jobs. Last year, right
here in Wisconsin, 2,300 companies exported
$7 billion dollars worth of goods, supporting
192,000 American jobs. And statewide, export
earnings are up 19 percent from the year be-
fore.

And it’s the same story in the other states
represented here today. Last year in Min-
nesota, exports accounted for $10 billion dol-
lars and 158,000 jobs; in Illinois, $24 billion
dollars and 440,000 jobs; in Michigan, $36 bil-
lion and more than half-a-million jobs. And
in every one of your states 95 percent of the
businesses active in export are small to mid-
size companies of 500 employees or less.
That’s the reality and the strength, of Amer-
ica’s export economy.

However, for just a moment, imagine our
economy without export growth. Our coun-
try would red-line almost instantly, plung-
ing into recession. With export growth gone,
we’d see unemployment head for double-dig-
its, and a downward economic spiral historic
in proportion and its affect on all of us. It’s
a nightmare scenario none of us want to look
at much less live through.

The bottom line is, exports are the eco-
nomic engine of our country and their im-
portance is growing. Lets look ahead from
where things are today to the world as we’ll
know it twenty years from now. A combina-
tion of demographics and development will
join to spark an economic boom in the na-
tions we once termed the Third World: 12 de-
veloping countries with a total population of
2.7 billion people—more than 10 times the
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